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This'program review. has beep .prepared ULs'ng.the-,criteria de= \,

..1
;' termined bp Educational Management ;Program Director RichaPd

.

q . f . ,$ -
, .

.Watkins. Other criteria.4#ed by the
,

te'view.er incluaed those o'f'

relevancy feaibility and utility (opertional definitions of
i ,

these terms will be supplied later in the report). A "misCelia-
.

., ."
neous",section i js includedn the report covering other thoughts

/which occurred to the Fead§r but. which did dot match up with the
,o

othet criteria.
. .

.
. 4. .,

The "Designin4'Instructional PrOgrams"ppublication, "Curri-
. . f f

culum Analyzer," was used to summarize and 'conaense certain
.

4?features of the curriculum; and the .procedure outlined on page ix 1

of the publication was followed to arrive at the rating scores. 4

Each of the training bobkiets was returned with the re-
d \.. I

viewer's comments. The booklets also contained' various comments.,
8

(I .

4'.The
D

first section of the.report addresses the questions raised
i4 7

.

by the representative from the Far West Laboratory; the second
4 c -,-

section, in add on to'thos'e above, addresseq,critenia prepared,
, .. 44. .

r' r e on cby the reviewer-; and the third section other comments
...

r ,

4

I

which seemed pertinerit4.
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A INTRODUCTION .
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-

.
-1,,, ...

, -.-,,' 7.; i
. - . A A

V.
thr

. .-
1The" rview -of , the "Designing Iristructional trogrimk" irate -0'.,..

. Z ". .{
1

i, "rivals included an ana,Tygis of five module packets; a glossary of.... 4' s -, . ...: i .'' ) :.) - , --- - .term bookletfiandoa, documAnteientitled."Curriculkam Analyzer.". '--0- ' /. ( ''° . , . ` .
/... .

,).:. t.. -)" TIII/..5Ssociated training materials, i.e., "Determining In-t- .
-.1- , , -.

vt -stftcti;onal PlAgposes" and ."14valuat'ion for Prograni Ipprovemen" f-- .. , , ....,0 . ,

were note .cionsidered :whgn the 'Designing Irastructiq,nal Programs", I,
t 0 '7. t

,14,
AA t .,

"..., modules werekev.itwed. The reviewer is bia'sd,. positively,. toward,.
. ).. , .

. . ,
the use' of training' materials to assast with the man!, problems.

z...a ,. . tk

fced..,by edudators. -.Most educatorS, deed new attitudes, skill's,:
knowledge. These biases understandably influence d the alysiNp.,A

. ,
* .

% .e
.";

.

MODULE I ANDiGLOSSARY

/
The basis And' objectives of the first module are 'stated

clearly, and the gamevappears to be a useful tool, tio acco:nplis-h '- .

., .the desired ends. Vhile I have not played the game, ..I.1 havt talked.
, . 14

_ . ii .
. k, .. witli psople who have, and ;hey have avreed `that the tool .is ade--

. I.quate.' Cleai-ty, the many optionSomen'tioned in the <lamp, as the

teams piogress up the ladder, shoulA.15e the users.,
Because 5f Vle limited choices, however,

sider .all of the possible options,
A

The.44ame illustrates nicely'how the complex parts fit into a

e teams may not corn-

X

,

0
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»
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. .' '7

i

.whole. "Evs2n io.the mini-version of program designing, the user/4 .

should be a%le'to'see how the decisions .on one nangof the laddere Y . .Ca 1 4t
%

L'have a bew.ing on, bsequent oper.ations. The game,go1:11d be very
-. -

1'., ..' .1
f . ,

L

. .....helpful in.givirg,the parttcipants a,common frame of nefLrenc@ to. _
.., YI

.

,

. ...:, %.g'et at the,r diffl'cult\lask-: '. eo,
(,,

A ,
w ,

'te . ;..<1; 1 4

.1 To some individuals, the game will probably appear to belir-.

4- .

, 1,- ----

t.
. ,

wrelevaht to the task- of designitilinstruetional.progrms for o

ilreasons -: (1) Because it "is .a game (a part of the descr.ipt on
itt t .

indicates the simuntion is less than "real Life," page'17), and-.
. i

.
.

- -
,

'
.

.(2)' .because the directions` a.$o bgt communicate what is really sup-
, .

-..'24f-posed to happen in the game.(at least, they" do not c ommunicaste
). .. ,

his. to me).' }'or tills

.

latter reason, t 'appears that a trained
! ,

.
.-, ..). .

consuat'ant.'would need.'to Accompany the padkage. If the gaille'is

. 4.expected to stand by itself,some additioal developmental work '
.

.,
is \nedessary.

J .1

.
... The only real qpntillarm'l.ha:Abollt the gaille7is that'which.1

. . , . .
.

.

-haNib for all prograM designing. Easentially, tbat concern.evalves*
%.

, . 1
4\ 0 { 4 .. ,around the tendency to focus pp splutions to isix.pblems "bf the'past.. i .e .

. . . .

Wha t is, am 'very concerned -hat we4Might,be develo ping an ex-
,.( .

0.
. ..--...

' tremelY important and Ilowerful devkce which will assist people to
. , \., 1 , - k. , , ,

e do well what they should not ! doing anyway. Perhaps the aseump:

tions module-helpssto cut *tile danger .on thre.

The'"dng" of the ladder'which,A thoudht'was missing from the'

Options ilad o with intservjve.education for those expeCted to
. -.

4

4

-3-
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'. * , . . : .*

. % 1 : ,t, k
. :'?. ... 1 ...t, .

.% ', ...,
., ,

it '1h .,
implement the progTard: -Perhaps' this w4;:tak:v.fo gi.antesf. at'be.--% i9 .--,.. , f.

. rli,eVe,, hoWever,' that we have learned enough OpouttnAw Curricula,
.

)

___

7 td kn.o0 they ,cannot be pled without t,e a,t ch.ers-a -0 administrators
.

%
, t r0

learning new skills, attitudeS. aid kndwredge.,
1,,

'
.

..
. 4 a . .

, .

ti

'As a ,design'cOnsideration,!I woulq suggest elleach particj,,-.-.

.
. t ..p e

4

, 4 4 : C.
ADdritIhTthe gage have a s4. of.the.rules, a's'pa;ss'ipg asingle book!'

.,

.....:-' '
.

. i- ' .around to all players would "seem to-betqo tImle-Consuming.
It ra ' sFfankly, I foup4 that keeping'trackrof twenty-eight rules was -1- '

a

a

rt

,t

.''',s . ,

more tip I could handle by'simply read'ilitSrather than learning . .
7 ,! , .4. ..;=;,

, ,the. rules by playi6!ng'the gamd. . :;..

,

, '$
> . )

1.i , ,
,

, . c . ,k,
. , .Someplace in the fist module booklet, I Ipelieve . it would be

,

OP

a good idea to includ9.some sort of flow.-har picture for the
,'.

- .

. reader: The flbw.--chart would shOw 'fiow the-modules were to,fit. -.. -- .1 .

.

.

.

together. Without this'cxutch,it is' somewhat difficult to fiittow
. .. .. . ' i

the step-bystep progression through the tqtal ?a6kage.

q
' 4

,
. , .

.
: Obviously, the "Glossary" is anaimportant part of the game.

Perh ps some. mention of it should bp made early so the players

arre'able to glance through it.. This would enable them to.con-
,

sider definitions of terms at they time they become familiar
o )

. ,. in.
v,. t .

-

with the'gate board and the game rules. It would be interesting
. *
..to observe a pers9h introducing the game to see hbw one individual

apprqach Would match what is written in th bookj.et.,.
r

" Probably'some'additionAl introductor work in the .booklet is

necessary. f would guess that.on a random sample often Rrincipals,

r
41,

-4-
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Ni.
?, . 4 ......

C

three' Would be alQle ,,to 4:Ooduce. the game .as--i
1 - ,

P .- ,Eor the -took to obtain the. pbtentiA, tesugge
,

. , ..

:. _..: ,i,e ileeobe in this ,area.
- ft .

.1 t .Understandably',. if the game is to he e ffectivelas a tool,

. part ircipx-Its wi l nepj to.,--unders.trvid the definitions of terms

Is hbW Wt,?.

spome,

4

4

.
% ".

s

4

. .

. ain he "Glossary." Perhaps pre-eest sh9uld b'e .given: to deter-

mine the "entry level." Of the' learner, _enabling hirdito skip what
. . ?

4

he already knows. -(Parenthetically, I do, a workshop called "Inpo-
2

9: . . s .

,

vations in Education'; and all..iays administer a Pre-test.
, Educatois

are amazingly unknowing) 'Tile d6finitions in the PGlossary are..
those, generally used, have made notes' id% the booklet where '.other

r4
.terms are also applicable).

V

I would try to reinforce the dpfinitions in the "Glossary,"
,

6:.
. 0". -

With a slide -tape presehtation offering vieuals.qf students,.
1 .

ot . .. .
_.-----'-teachers and so forth to illustrate the ,definition/conc-ept. ,(I

'happen to, have a e ide-tape kbat gets at th

care to see it.) Undoubtedly,, the. game will

s idea, ift you would
0

e,only as powerful.

as the concepts under,stood by,the players, I co d b' wrong

about tl--.,"enKt-TIevel" of eclicators, but just t a ample of
-..

fifteen to see how many know the IdiTlerenc4s between wet and dryA .
3

..14

carrels,. and this -might give some feplipg for what little is

really known. Perhaps' you haveealready dbne theJientry level"

ssessment,- and. in this case, disregard the comments:
6

Two aifficult:Is of the.g .

become apparent w5 one ne thinks

.

the..forced choice ofof the rules and att'the same tI ime
0

-hints of

.4

'h \
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4 4

i 0 0
I 6 ,ts.-

a. - .
.,.

,
4

--. -
,$ 't

. the "terms in Vie "Glo'ssary."'..Por example, the 'term "Logi&al con- .*
.*. .' .

. .

'sistency" is used frequently,' and tber,e- is nolplace I can find

thiAd efiied. This, thtn,:reaves "log iC. al.consisten.consistency" .up to ttle
. gt

* , vot. of the pla;ers; and ignorance-,, even after discussion, could
.

1

t

%,
4 -...

I

.

. mean that g ecific -choice were mandated.;.that is, the asigner
. ..

.may(have been accurate

Aed. While, not knowin

tiency,"

6

the first plade but
1

simply got opt, 1
'i

, . ' . . Pt
your definitipn for; ,"logical consis-

.t seems to me 'tag voting procedUre could be logically ,

f ,,inconsistent.
a 4.

' ,... . 4
4 . .'In addition, because' of the forbed 'ehoice.Conly.6neraccept.

I a;.

table answer), the team of players,must make only response.
' 0 ,

It one looks, for example at the "Intended Result of Instruction"r

on page 3, there is a good possibility that at least two.intenaed
4

results wi 1, with logicalCc:insisten cy, be chbsen, particularly

at atime then affective skills seem tocse ga*ning much greater

aftentiorl in our schOols. I call,,linderstand the. forced -choic
--------

approach,.bof it may turn some people off to the point that.th
.

--)i."
become disenchanted With the tool. \

ElinalR, there are a number of decisLon-making steps called...' .... . ....
...

. .

41.

. #,.
_ . . . , ,

for in the game., I would hypothebize that while decisions can be
.

..'*

.

made.by people in teams of two to'five members suggestea'for the

bA
t.

/. . .

game, the problem ecomes more acute as qatfrmemberg.increase:
I

:, for example, Marina High School in'Hpntingt.on BeachCalifornia,
,

...1
/

.

r
has 146 staff Members. The key issue.\hdre is not,necessarily One

,. , 1 ''

. ...4,.
,

. of design;. pit one of problem That
.. .

I

1

0

.44

_e_

e.
1

4



. - .
. , . .

.
.

iis, people cannot get around to the design consideiatbns.until

.

., _
. .' ,.

.. they can do the interpersonal communication with each,other. Any
)

\. ....- .

' .

considerationp ahyplaCe for hekping'people learn problem-solving
..-

4 . a

and communication skills?. N,

;e. a
a ')s

/ .

Lk
..

.- In summary, I believe theloell§ wdrthwhfie and potentially'

. . .

-very. useful. In my opinion: it is not yet fully developecj.Af it'
. ..

e

ds tastand by itself. Please see thei lase. s'ctjon of.,this rd-
.

f.
.

1,-.
. r-....

,
,

. . ..

port along with comments in the module booklet
.

for Other thoughts.'

0

E.>

7 4

MODULE

z.t.

vat

By all means,' Module II shopld be retained- One 1f the big-
t

.gest voids in :r- J, "am desigair@ has to do with the inconsistencies
aN

between philosophic a umptions andthe actdal activities carried
. ,

"Out in the classroom. Th material used to.accomplish the objec-
,

tveS ler Module II excellent, from my point of view. (Frankly,

if something in the total program had to be cut, I would be more

.inclined to cut the game.) Since each module is designed.'tp ac-

complirsh different objectives, I really do not see. how either

could be cut and still maintain tie Otegrity_of thedorogram..
ktt-

The second)odule is especially well done. For exa ple, the ob-

jectives are clear, the activities appear to:help paticipants
.

achieve the objectives, the strategies for learning

'

10a

a



ni4

. t -
4 . ..,...../ . -

i, ndepAnde-p.t st le.y -discuSgon, and probl,em-so lv i n.g.
.

Aalti.d.n ally,
.

part, of the program'is designed to giye.the user specific feed-
.

,
b, .

:,.
.

. . . 4.
'..-.. back on whether of not anticipated results have been acicieved.
.

.

. co,:. ,$ ,
1%4.4'

At fiirst I was somewhat skeptical of the four parab,les (and . '

. ,

. ,
.

.....

,
thereililis a little problem, i.e.:;Atting,the.user to proceed''

. ,

past.initiql.neative reactions. so hecan_deeidp whether he doe
. : . . . d ,:),

-or does not accept the :sirgaatipn exercises a'i,V,iablet tsuspec
.

.

,

4
, .

the personality of.the Coordinator will makeoonsiderable,,differ
. 11 ; 40.

. ence. here; if the PartfLpants accept. the C6Ord.inator as kl-iiledg-
.. ..

ablel, the, parables will `be accepted. Ache uses have little re-
..

.
.

...,
.tt.'

Ort
. . t-

,
-..

..,..,-.,
._...,.,

..1

spect for the Coordinator, they will likely reject the "elementary
.

.

J
..,,

schaol" parables (win a-few...lose a,fev!)%

14.nmy estimationo there are-ttio-voigs:in the module: (1)

techniques to learn about decision-makieng and probleM-solvincj and
.,

(2). techniques to improvesinterpersonai communication on the part
.

i. ..- .

. of the team members. To omit these Or to take them for granted 1 &

. 3, .
naive. Fekhaps ehe "Handbook" for-the,Coordinato'r Illustrates

Strategies for getting at these two factorS. If not, I'would rec-
. . .

i
.

I
.

ommend same. (Incidentally, up to thiS juncture, really have
.

not figured but who-the Coordinator is, what tr'ainin.j. he/she has
.

o. e)had, or whetter ornot there is 411Recific handbook r set. of pr-
.

cedures for this Person to follow41 focus on ,this later,

but I wanted ,to being it" up at this:point because Nodule fre-
s,

..!

quently mentions Coordinator.). ,._

. ,'.
.. 4% ' . .

I gm especially concerned ,about skills.necassary to geteat
.., "

. ..,

.4;



a consensus; are certain activities to help people learn
1 ,

phowto do this, and I believe the package would-be enhanced if

the Coordlinator knew how to do this and built in the option.

Most of the terms (jargon) usfed in the module should be

clear to the participant's. I mention this only because it is

another way to: turn pebple off.

I believe the approach' followed for getting at assumptions
.

is goOd.. Frankiy,'it seems to mte-th7t befOre we can geat
, , .

. . .. .4.- -,-

values for "Others," one must have in mind what values one holds

for oneself. It is because :of this that if'I were doing Ne pro-
k

gram, I would have started with'some personal values Clarification

rather ti*V the 'concern or "man." Only by knowing. who I am, 'my

\r values (real vs. stated), my concerns for changing et cetera am

12able to consider the more global Issue. Perhaps* this is a' -Small

, .

. \
detail, but at least it is worth donsidering. .

..

. .

I believe the interpretations at the conclusipn .V the "Sug-
. .

, .

.
-

gested Respon0" section- be'§inning on page 57 are very helipful."'
. . .--

They help to estaIllish closure on the important objectives in the

module, giving the reader comfort in knowihg-heAhe ..isst"uned in
-: -

t 4.
I.

to the task before going on to. the next-section. This portion is
.' . .. .

really quije Weal done. Also I liked th0 addedflexi6i meri-
t

me-
. b

'

c : . ..
tioned at. the bottom of pa ge 63. This is an improvement over the

.. -- e
s

. i

,game,
.
Nhere there is a forced choice of,optiorfs.-

The "Prepared Instructional Program Outline" beginning on.,

4. .

pate 65 is outstanding. There may be a fewfoptions not include,

A

-9-
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.1.
,,..1.1, 1

4.

t
,

Although theyildo not, immediately, come .to my:mincl.,. Certainly,
- i

4hedeviceliiids the individual (or team) as the cOmplexity of the
{I

IL .
.

,
. :.,

istsueS,begins to evolve. ,Cieakly, the systemahc'approach should
Y --. r

:
., ',f Is' :,"IL, be helpful; untortunAely, there is to often the problem that.

- ,' r I-

.0
new designers fail to consider all the potential bugs in the sys-

A '
A

,tem until tiley are too fardilto the ball ghme and the t4sks become
s.

4'

overwhelming: The,outline helps to avoid this matter.
.'' '

,

; .
.

4 , .1 - (
. 1

.
,

-

In conclusion, ram very excited about the "Analyzing Basic
, .

. .

Assumptions" module.' It is quite well done..
.

, MODULE-II-1

I have-consi'derable difficulty with Mod
,

would either reduce it considerably or ellmi ate-it iltqgeOer.

III. Frankly, I

Undoubtedly, some of the /joints made in the -ipodule are quite
.

je

o/

worthwhile. With these given, let me suggest thoughts for possi-

changes,to the material.

First, objectives should not be written until the entry

4
leVel of the learner is considered. One of the problems wit}

5-A

Popham's bank of educational objectives at UCLA (and he is e of
A

the first to- admit this) is the problem of people writing

use the objectives and, in fact, incorporating-them 1.06 the cur-
,.

riculum without giving thought to actual student needs I do.,not

believe the statement in the preface that "participants should, 4s-

sume that a 'needs assessment' of educational values has already

-10-
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I

0

0

, .. 4. a
gbben conducttd adequately provies-the.caution sin. Some sic-

,

_.
.

.
,

.

. ition needs to be . d
C.eveloped on diagnosing stuent levels_df-readi-

t
.

4.

ness, Whether he students are adplts Dir children-. '

. .

at4 the

that each

2. ';'
. .

New topic: UPI will mentiOntilis ,point further

..-close 'of this reportI would likd to suggest-here agaan

bookle\ contain-a-iia.early in the pages which .illustrates how
,

r

the particular modulo fits into the' package. This gives tneuser:,

a sense Of from whenbe he/she 'has come and where the patfr.is lead,
,

ing. It is difficult" to get the Gestalt, even after playing the 1

.. .N-4

game, without thig road map.,

If inclividuals'agreelhat the objectives .for the module ar.J.

relevant, the.content of the module certainly is written in such

a way that the user has acance for meeting, the, objegtrVes.

fact, there may even be an overkill in one sectibn. For example,'

if the user arrives at the answers to the questions on.th,e "Goal

Answer Tally Sheet," page 43, then the user is expected to con-

tinUe, essentially, with the same process om the next pages. I am

not .ertain tbis is necessary. It seems to me participantg. may
......__

; .

learn more about the penguins than they really want to know.
, .

,

Once people'have-demonStrated Competency, there is no strong argu-
.. ,

. ---
/v,*/ment to have them continue the same thing

.
.

,

. -
In this same realm, I am concerned that the taxonomy,exe -.

cises may be more academic than practical. If the userswere in
- . 4

i , .a course at some-university; the d ecting and breaking-down-to-
.

the-lowest-common-denominator activity, might beiworthwhile. I. -_,c

4

".1017L:s
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suspect, )1lowever, that.cbriculv designers ete more concerned .

.

,

about getting on withithe'Sa'sk .than engging
,

in bemtal'exeFciss.
,,..

.

. , ,'
. s .

.1n
"o

if the al5oe PosiXiofi.is .lot adcepted philosophically,
. 1

.. .

I wbu'le like.to fire one more.bit.of ammunition which may be
.

. ,

..
.

.
,

'.worth"thinking,ai;butn While it seem's we Might be helpful by .

. s 't
i ..;P

'-.- 1Dreaking behaviors don into :cognitive and effectie areas, I
s.

.. are
.

'Would ...iirrie th4t' nb action.rs totally affeative.or cognitive. In-
; - .

, A ..1 iI i -- . . ..
.deed, we neither learn

.

wi.0
,

. N.

out feeling nor feel without .learning-
1 --

1 . .

I see-no place in the module where this:point is glade.. Under
,

. .
1

.. if
,

.

-

tssandablyi I believe ynnould clo this.
..

.. . -\

. ..

. .- .

*Another philosophical concern I have is mentioned in page 19,
1 \ , - ,.

. .. /^ . 't t . ft .
. ".i.e.,getting parents and other commUnity members involved. I. .

J
. ,

... ::

V

'

.1

L

.

.. believe it is todilate at this'juncture to have them p./'ar/lcipate;
' )

;rather, they should begin participating during the assumptions

modules- 'If the goals and objectives,are to emerge from the as-
, -t

.
, *
,

sumptIons°(philosophy), then parents a,n'il children must get .i..nto

the
^

at earlier.
,

,
I doat' that a real isaue needs to 'be made-aboil the sOphis-

tication of goals. Rather than wock so hard on this..-issue,
r

. lieve la :wouldsbe more help' l to accept global goal st:atements%

bilt, then ta aisk the qbestion, "What eviiienCe acceptab that \

.

the goal/objective has been achieved?" This seems to be afar
4

.

more reasonable issue, as it ,presumes that teamher.are aware of

entry levela of individual childreA. Tbo often when performance

obSectivesate written, pebple see the means as an end and fail.

a
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tos.really identifY. those evidencdp, that indicate ,student 4rowthr.: .
P.. ,

'
a

e
.,

1 am more concerned that people demonstrate competency than 1,1.,
f

.; lustiate they have maseeredttHe mechanics of writifg objective.
.

4

Ir.

&Isr: pX*1ple ,

consistent m

the Tour items on page 49 seem somewhat esoteric;

What doeS "...-logica14y. developed 'and internally
, t

,

earl? How does orie%knoW When this2has been achieved'
. .

2111e,pstateMent ".,.each-class 6hould.,be purely descriptive and.:not
imply a system o hierarchy'. does not

Perhsaos it.doe other people.t

BY. the way, ;in spite*of all my criticism

really say anything to me.

4
the chart of riaje 56,14S quit'e good`. I expeCt-that

tools could be bOilt around the theme of the chart

'shdws hOw.to-geOat the ",evidence,isue,
.

.

'tou:d'ay'be interested. in additional cOmments

with this module,-

some kinds of

%
, 4,, MODULE ,IV

-.

.1.!

forThe devices presented for 'analyzi4,
.,,,...

,;.

.
. .., ,

stralrits appear likely to be useful to school staff in pursuing

because it

in the book let.

.

resources and con-

. *

such ananalysis,'prestimAng they want 8r feellthe,need for, such

an analysis. Frankly, having worked with a variety of curriqulum-

developmLt groups, .1 have nbt found them especially excited about

t . °'

interested ,,in making a direct, frontal. analysis of the
. \ % d .

'-'.;tical scene; rather, they have used such devices

8fie'ld analysis, ro8lem7solving procedurjto
.:

-,, -
. .,'

and .AoSsibl wayg!far overcoming same. 1,

-. .
...-. .

f a

poii-

as the force -

identify constraints
, .. .

b
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4

. *.

It seems to me One major void omitted from conridera-
..

.

tion has to do with the "teacher training" elemept.--..We_know

enough from history to know that feW, if any, pg n .413ograms ca e .
. , ...

.
.

installed in schools without appropriate teacher training. 'This .
..

.Z.-

item is omitted both from-te.discussion in the preface as well

;as *the "Preliminary Assessment Fois." At the very least, I

would add a paragraph indicating this factor has not been, inclUded

in the module even though in "real life" attention must be given ,

to the matter. On page .4 there is a. list of items which is use-

ful for doing pre-assessment. This is one of the points where I

7 4gbelieve the teacher - training, factor should be mentioned.

Even if-the procedures as outlined in the exercise were

followed, I have not been very many places where teachers had the
7/'

prerogative to trade off.the kinds of resources mentioned in the

exerci e. Building u this kind c.).), falge hope might be devastat-

ing in veal-life situation. At least some Word of caution

should be made about this point!

The objectives on p4i-e---0-are well stated, and having par-

ticipated in the exercises, I believe the content teaches what

the participant is supposed to learn. Again, I believe a chart

would be helpful here to show how this section fits into the total

scheme of things (page 7). One good part of the package is the

help it gives to participants to fearn the common vocabulary.
. -

This helps them use the same terms as others when discussing cug-

riculum design facets.

-147
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a

The exercise included in the sebtion on. pages 29 through

43 dies not seem_to be particularly useful. This judgment re-
.

k,1

flects my own value system, but I do,,not believe-busy educators

',have the luxury to explore the esdteric and minute features of

each part of the task. Rather than being overly specific, most

people are concerned about "gettdn' on with it'" This is simi-
G

..../

1ar to my bias about the taxonomiesdisciissed earlier, i,e., in-

teresting but not especially useful.

By the way, one.addj, ional point on the "Preliminary

Assessment Form" seems pertinent. Parts 3a and 3b illustrate a

point called personperiods. I have never heard of this term,-,

and I4did not see it -defined. Does person-period refer to

,teacher- period? If thiS is the case, why not explain it some-
.

where?

A couple of places in the exercise on "trade-offs" the

, ---
suggestion was implied that money could be borrowed_frot teacher

salaries. ,I doubt if in real life tfid,s little matter works out o

:tAis neatly: That is, with the single-salary schedule, the money

to besPent on the teacher is a function of longevity of the

teacher and, not a-matter of cost-benefit or other methods to re-
.

.deploy existing scarce resources. There is always the argument

th'at just understanding the redeployment colceptlis worth knowing,

and that may have been the position the authors were taking when

the module was developed. I would certainly support this later

positi8n.

-15-
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I have some additional philosophical concerns abou.

editorfal4zing beginning on page 122. For example, at the top. of

the page there is a point made that easy and open sohobis

structure. In fact, I believe you will find that th.'e "open"

schools (not necessarily the free schools) require more subtle

structure than thd more traditional schools.. Further in the next

paragraph there is a suggestion that communtication helps to avoid
...

1 .

distortions at either end of the philosophical spectrum. I would

'argue.that this suggests a single rather than pluralistic philoso-
'

..

phy. For me, it seems the latter concept should be supported if

one really needs to editorialize in this section. Finally, there'

7
is a discussion near.the bottom of the page about report cards

_ -
that is, perhaps, less th&n accurate. Many changes have been made

in the student-parent reporting systems in the last ten.years, and

I believe the example offered' is more atypical than typical. This

part of the write-up tpakes me wonder whether the author has been

out in the schools recently to know what things are happening or
. N

whether the authoys writing from an ivory-tower positiom (I

realize what I hare said here is reasonably caustic, but I cannot

think of a faster way to turn off an audience than to lase credit-,

ability. T15e, writing comes close to doings thiS to,me, and I be-,

lieve the packae is potentially too to purposely cause

people to turn off.

On page 142 there is an 'analysis, made of a certain politi-
.

.

cal situation as peoj.e perceive it to exist. I would offer'the
(1'.

1.12



.

suggest that could take the same basic data and have:
.

,

'perceive'd differently by different people. Ask four different
el.

people their opinions about the pOlitical structure of a'school '\ .' .

i f,
system, and you invariably find, iciur different perceptions:.21-

.
.

.--. f
, .

respective of what the "true" picture might be. Even when a-i
..

,

,teacher knows the political. structure, there is little,qf any-

tha.hg, a single individual can do about the situation. Therefore,

am nbt certain what the e5cerCises do to enhance the package.

Clearly people ought to understand that political constraints

exist. This might be handled in aParagranh. 11 %

4
In summary, while .many parts of the "Assessing Resource

and Constraints" module are he±pful, I would recommend that the

total, package be reduced in magnitude abOdt 50 per cent.' You

may be interested in other comments contained an the booklet.

-MODULE V and CURRICULUM ANALYZER-

3

.

, ''6enlerallyspeking, I believe Module V and especially

thet"durriculuTil Analyzer" will be quite useful to school perSon-
,,

fiel. It he.lps to synthesize the earlier elements of the program

.1.1t,o an integrated whole. It is a very nice piece of work; as a
.

...

1

Matter of fact, the last section with just a little embellish-
,

Iment could probably serve as the entire packaglt including the,

.

'lone on financial constraints. If I were using the program, I am

(certain I would focus most of the attention of the learners on
i

I

'--17-
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416

'the contents of Module II and Module V.
4

C

Let me get more specific with the cradque: The pack-
,. .

age is probably useful for teache/rs, but it seems to me'it could

also be helpful for members of the community who wantto:get into

the curriculum selection piocess but do not have the skills re=

.quired. Do you purposely want to ign7re the "community': issue?-

Certainly the objectives are well stated, as usual, and

the "Curriculum Analyzer" car4Ohelp a wide array of audiences ad-

dress pertinent curriculum questions,inA systematic way. I do

have some qualms `with 6ne'of the objectives. The first objective
% \\

on page 3 suggests that the commercially-prepared 'desoriptive bro-

chures are useful for analyzing curriculum pfferings. Experience

2 :leads m%,,tO believe that this is orie of the poorest sources. When

thode descriptions are prepared by the publisher, the propaganda

is sometimes less than accurate. Perhaps'some distinction shouldI
be made about

.
the apprOpraate place'to locate information which ''

.
.

pulls together, ideas 'about curftcula.' (Note .should also be made
4

that not all curriculum summaries are organized in a fashion sudh

as that produced by the Far West Lab or by certain other agencie.)

PerhapS the
. i:first screening could be accomplished without hating

hands-on experience.',. subsequent efforts might be completed with

actual. materials.

N
Ibelieve it_puld be helpful,

6

too,, at thi"0,Point. to tell

the users that the curricul6 analyzer eitber,can or cannot be
1. *.

i.

used to evaluate curriculum materials prepared by other clagsroom



teathers. beenMost teachers whok,haveiben around awhile and who have

some moxy have figured out a Niarie.ty.of ways to put together con-
.

.tributions from alternative sources, making a short-of eclettic

smorgasborg which turns out pretty well. I can think of only two

Or'three source4books which:give any note at all that more than

one approach isNpossiple...."and thatL'is whItt°4the Publisher is try-
.

ing to sell! a
.\,

/ \ -

I was happyiqb see in this\section some concern given to
- 1

,

the idea of in-service edutati4m. Either the consideration was
1

i
h ..

s .. :),.

omitted in other modules or j.t j6s-socas3aa.fly brought to light.

that it was not noticed. I do btieVp,it is an importOt matter

that needs attention and'believe same ehotght ought to be given to
,

the efrissue i earlier modules,' .e., the financial section.'
N

I' thought seiect4 of the two different types of

reading p'rpgrams was q&te good. It gave people a very different

option as to what might be selected. (I do not know whether the
VP

EDL entr has been used at the third-grade. level,r but dolibt it;
ky-

and unless they have something quite new, there is no way I can
-#'

imagine it as bi?ing useful as a third-level reading program. I

doubt that many other-pe9pIe would think.i6 either:)
0

0
The one posgible cliff' ity' with the seleef-ion,of the

.
.

EDL progx;am has to do,. again, with the credibility of "fhe*infor-
...,

1

mation put out by the"publisher:. I realizethe,lab'sta'ff members
.

..-"s!.>

prepared the document that lists EDL as a reading progra , but I e *

4

doubt that they took the time to actually test the progr m at
.%

the
L.-c

%.\
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t.

.
, . .

.
.

third-grade level and simply accepted the comment rekented by

the publi'shei. The British conc ept is useful not dnlyeas an op-

4 o
tion to EDL but also because it gives most public school people

. '
.

s an opportunity to consider the pol:hpal climate, as the program

suggests it is legitimate to have children as /ion-readers as late
. . , ,

as the junior schools. There are prbbably few places in the
.

,

.

United States at the present,time,that would accept. this concept,

so f the

the blase

-

two different

s might point

programs were

educationally

'considered together, all of ,

and phildsophicalay, toward

the British conceptlba the political climate might negate
/1:c

.

'In spite of these comments, I would stick II/1th the programs in.:-
.

,. .

-s , . -
cluded.

S

The optional activities suggested at the c7clusionSof "A.
1 AY

tbenodule look as if they would be especially useful, particu7

larly if people were unable to makeup their minds about which pro-
.

oram to` accept.. I F11, howeve, not certain how the devaloper ar-
).

rived at the value "7" as the indicator of what to apply to,the

different scales. You might want to mention someplace if this is

,m)

. just an arbitrary.Value. ,

Let me move on to the "Curriculum Analyzer." tts far as

I can tell, *the\re are; no omissions in the curriculuM characte-
: , \

tics mentioned.,
.Many guides,such as this frequently omit two

categories, one \klas to do with the amount of Preparation time'

.

necessary for a teacher
tomuse.curricul'a

and the other has to do
4

fix'

\.

to 7.i
-

-20-
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with the SPspial skills:(including.in-service education) needed.

I was.pleasantly surprised to find,that both of thege areas were,

included in the4analyzer:

As you can --see, although I did not have a "standarq"

;eirriculum against,whigh to assess the different module's ,that

.ha4ife-bt'ertiiiiether,in the training 'p ackage, I id "'rate the

lab;program127 out of a possible score.df,196. Actually, L see

the 196 score as being important only if one accepts the value

of "7" as relevant for each characteristic.:.and I dip not.- Per-
' -

haps a better (or at least a different) way to use the tool is
/

''
to take a look &t. the difference between the rating score and the

vi/ighAthat a person gives each of the characteristics. Irones
A

expectations are not very high
t

for a given characteristic, then
e 'e

the difference does not become al). that important- .wereThere N
i

1.

. tim6s,
,

for example, when I rated an item higherithan tfle,weight
,

1:

,

.value given later: For those where the weighted value was higher
.

o cause this con0
thancthe rated value, I would have' for concern, and thi-

A%
t

.-

.

cern is probably more realistic than the difference between 127 and

196%

Please note page 0..in Module V. I really believe this

is an important,iVea, but I s4a10.nowhere 'in the design of the
.

package where this.was poss'ible. I knoWthere,is much,to do with

teachers and' administrators., put if alterha4ves (different-phil-
.

osophies) are goin to be realistic, parents need to learn the-- ).
. 4.'' .

skills too.
..i

Perhap when -we take some of the,hocus-pocus gut of
.

.,
1.

-
. ...

e

-21-
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; - -._
.

.education; we sillkill havegrdater strength with the general public.

The "Curriculum Analyzer," I believe, has great poten-

tial for this. By-the way, I believe the suggestions indicated

that if the characteristic was'rated "0," then it shd not be
.

.

multiPlied,by a weighted value. It seems to me that there is al-
. . ,

. J,

. ways a good 'possibility that something might be rated "0" and be

very mporeant to the, potential user. Perhaps the rating, scale

should go fro 1 to +7 or some other such arrangement, .to show
,

4

tat an item might have a high weight but low or zero rating, I

f ,

/'-' .

can even envision that what is available may be worse thap having
.

'no-information.at all potentially a negative valUe. The current .

.
f\

.

scale does nbt really permit this.
...

As can be seen from-the assessment, there is a good pos-

;ibility' that I would use the Materials if fhadithe opportunity,

but not because the congruepce between the potential point-value

and the value I dame up with was particularly good. ,Theiselection

would be made because of the relative few cases in which the value

I applied in my own judgment was higher than what r believed the

modules had,to offer.

lets.

There are more comments for review ccnt4n01 in the book-

al

OTHER RESPONSES

The folloWing responses are offered in d,itec t anserer tb

-22-,
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the questions enumerated in the letter .dated4August 29, 1974,

excluding question 3, which I believe has already been answered.

'1. The goals and objectives definitely address an km-

portant neea7for schoo l, peope'a well'as'members of the commU-
.

nity whoare more and more being called upon to participate in
1 .

educational 'decision-making. One of the reasons I believe the
\: -

.

:PACkag-IS'good4-1S-that -I-atil-fibt-laMiliar. with ahythiliq

complete as the-materials which have developed. Certainly,

there are two arguments related 'to this point: (1) The package

may contain'more about some aspects than people. really Want to

know, and on the ()tiler hand, (2) people need to be willing to in-
; .

vest somb'time in learning how to dlea job correctly when tbe fis-

,' cll. and human stakes are io high. I would opt for the latter po-

si on, although there ar e a couple of places in the materials

where anyone could debate the relevancy; of the content; but this

same argument can be made on any number Of curricular programs.

What turns out to be one persen'e trivia is often top priority,

for another person; hence, the reason to leave the context fairly

integrated.

If I' had the materials available to me, I believe I could :.

use all parts with the participants, except the game, and not

feel that-the-experience would_be embarrasging to them or to one.

Naturally, if I were to use the.materials I would attempt to,de-

velop 'somejadditional. support materials to augment the modules;

'have'indicated these either in .the preceding paragraphs or in the

-23-
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'columns in the modu.191 booklets;
t

. 2. n short, there is no question in my mind that an

individual willing fo .invest at least some small time and thought

(20 hours, I gudISS!)-cpuld achieVe the objectives as stated in the

thateria16. There are some. areas that hopefully, will be =di-
.

but even it were to stand as is, the Eirodusct could be

useful in almostany school in any district, presuming two things:

(1) The leader in the distridt or school is knowledgable about .

the package and can convince others that the process will get

them where they ought:to be going, and (2) the intexperSbnal com-
.

munication betweelthe people involved in positive to th& point .

.

that decisions can be made. What I am trying to say is the,module

,package is essential but not Sufficient topull of the desired end

results. "44

MorecAter, I .can bee no easy way of dealing with this lat-
,

ter problem, but it would seem reasonable for an outside Coordi-

nator to be aJare of the pOtential difficulty and then to be able
,

to diagnose and treat the matter relatively_soOn, should. the

situation arise. ,If 3I were a Coordlnator, I would start off with

a few warm-up communication exercises to help indi
/

iduals get

about their business. --j;

3... Already domPleted.
/

4. The only major modifications I would make are two:

a.- A handbook for the Coordinator. T f;ad the

t.

-24-
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impression that there must be-oKle someplace, but I did not have

one when reading the other materials. I am not certain what

plans the unit.coordinator'has for tralning other people to rge

the package. This is'more of a dissemination issue, and I will

not delve further into..it at this point except to sap if /ou Want

to have quality control, it would seem wise to establigh some

sort. of minimum competency levelS for the persons serving as go-
v

ordanators.

If you do, not have fiscal resoiirdbs to'determine mini=
.

,.mal performance levels of Coordinatork you must use your own
N

.

.

professional judgment,'to check out criteria. -When yOurdissemit-
% I

nate materials, you may want to indicate someplace that for a

small fee, you will also offer a consultant from, a list of ap-

proved, people who can make certain that those using the materials

reach expeCted achievemept outcomes.

5. Rather than eliminating sections, it seems to me you

should find ways to reduce the time investment of persbnnel by

permitting them to move, ahead when expectations have been met...

There -axe A few places in the materials where there is overkill,

and this is unnecessary. Some .4peOple,witti reasonable experience

will tune-out when they believe they are investing their time and

talent on something they already know. (By theway,'=-there are:e

lo of people who think they know things,but really do not, and

about the only way to convince these people is via some sort of

-25-
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demOnstrable test...and-even a'lively debate is often pos-
4

sible.) I noticed no such proficiency options in the materials.

If I absolutely had to prioritize the listof modules, I

would first keep.the fifth module and "Curriculum Analyzer.".

Then4I would keep Module II. Next would come Module III, then IV,

and last would be Module I, the game,. Perhaps 1 would feel more
t 4, 4

positive abolatthegame if I were to participate in playing it.
..

Others have told me it is .fun. From a. ;ales point of view>, it
to .

might offer just the right gimmi.ck (using the term loosely) o
' < - i

.

help make thekpackage ng.e." i
<, . .

.... - / o 1

*

6. I do belieVe the price .tag yOu.have put on the pack-
. . . e

. age is reasonable. If a school district is going to Make the

,kinds of serious decisions called for, they should expect to in-
,

vest initial money into people and materials.
, 1

With.the Federal
. -

funds available through:different titaes, in California through

3.3 legisla,tion,4 et cetera, there seeMg to be a realization that
.

if programs are to work,
. .i
teachers need tObe n-service to do them

. .

t
well. The training .packages, it can. be argued, is a staff: develop-
"-

ment option. .Even if teachersin a given district were not in-
"

volved in -the selection of curricular materials (and they usually

are), there is plenty of meat in the Modules fo:all educators,

if they will.takd:the time to consider what is available.

Colleges and aiversities are often slow to change, but

it would'seem that any curriculum and instruction people and/or;

4

4
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A.

t

1
4

the con01talits. at tie California County Offices of Education

4f A

wouidA be logical agents to implement. the pr-ogiam. Incidentaly,
,

the.r.egional education service centers in Texas and the B.O:C.E.S
h.

'

0 in
,
New York are always looking ,for packages such as this. Texas,

.

reed, now has .4.41.4 which r&luires that teachei-s havk,ten days
-

,per year of staff'development.
. -,

.

t
I 2

k
.

. J,. definitely would.recommend.use of the materials
(

.

.

and would use theM thyself if thay were available. As I hates in-
. ..

dfcate61 earlier, I ha've a few different ways to do the !!assump-
.

/
tions;package and believe the personal values and

4
Institutional

A .
values-tools I, use are more powerful than the approach taken in,

o 8

Module II, but this probably'i.s my owh bias. In any case, I cer-
...

tainly agree that the analysis of the philosophy of the school,
....

ust be the first .step, and there are many wys.to do'this,."
. .. ,

.

Moreover, we'tgpevai would be willing, to hell5dissemi- %
, . . i

-nate the-modqles through our modest Leaining Cehter, though if
. ; . ,

I were you, I would consid,crP1* and ACSA Or potent al dis mi-
., ,.

,, . 4 " t

- 1xon in,lat order, You may have better contac s than , but
. , -; .

.t:
.

I %Jou d seirt with:J(eith Robe and Art Thayer, respects ely.
.

:
-

The only Other materials and,probedtries I Wou use, as

4n alternatil

'developed lityself;
.. 4

the%materiAls, they are. 'usually put into 'and taken out of a work-

what haS been put together, ere th

uktfortunaely,,J4c.'ause,,i have,nev

se-rhave

r packaged_
a

:,shop dependi4ng upoA.many rfactors.thI 'ae not related to very.1.
1 1-

ii
,
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much Of anything, except me. Some of the arguments for both-

choices are obvious. Undoubtedly; the proXam is well done...

,get at out to the people who can use it.

PERSONAL CRITERIA

When I look at different curricula, there are usually

four umbrella areas considered: Aims, Content, Methods, Evalua-
;-. .

tion% The speci fics of these are quite we ll contained in the
4M

.

"Curriculum Analyzer," although they are called "qurrieulum char-
,

acteristics." I saw I major weaknesses in the materials in any

of the four umbrella areas. What suggestions I would make have

a

N
been codveyed earlier.

What I would like to do in summary, then, is to offer

some thoughts about the program which came to me as the modules

_c
Were reviewed.

,4.keSe
are rather aside comments and are offered

just for yourown use.

1. 'koulmight want to say a few more words in the ino-
, I

duction about the authors, especially those parts wilich lend
1

. ;.
,

creditability to the work they have been ,doing in the modules

With all due respect intended, I have not heard of any of the

4

people other than Otto. When Glenn Nimnicht did things at the
ft

Lab, people knew they were going to be great because t hey had his

.1
name on them. Too few' people in the field think highly of labs,

and I would do anythibg I could to le '"them knoW there are good.
ti

people.employed there trying to make ings better for kids and

-28-
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edvcators.

2. If something is not doing to be done with the biblio-

graphy (and because it is not annotated), why not just leave it

_put? Again, this cuts down the size of the package and makes

t;5

every page count.
se-

3, In addition to the two items I mentioned earlier in
.0

thy. report,- I would also give serous thought to e-e possibility

4 of including conc6sus'-making an /or problem-solving techniques

in the package. These are not'all that hard to do; if the Coor-
,.

rdinator rece es special training, you may want to build the
4'

lechniqlths info the handbook he/she'uses..

f

4. Overall, I thought the writing was well done. Some-
A

one had.made a careful effort to avoid the overuse of jargon. (I

took the liberty of matking a couple'lf places where it seemed

the writing was unclear.)'

5.. The materials as'they are designed accomplish the

goals and objectives. I must say, however, thb format for the

program is anything but exciting. I do not know who is working

w).'"glis part, but this matter could definitefy.use some attention.
. . - ,

.

perhaps a systems chart wouldbe beneficial, or'even some:azzy

cartc0Rcharacters: Enough said; I expect somethin g is all ady
A .

-29-



being 9one with this.

6. When and if the program is completed, I would try to

do it in such a way that you ha've two major components: (1) those

items of written materials and audio-visual materials that are

nonconsumable and (2), those items that are consumable. People in

the field could continue,to order those parts which are'used. I

believe thiS can all be done and still keep-the packaging costs

within $50. This is not an unreasonable price to ask for what

the people are getting.

IN RETROSPECT

I enjoyed the oppogtunity of reading and reviewing the

curriculum design materials. My interest, when critiquing the

documents, was to be constructively critical. For certain some

reviewers might suggest throwing out the-entire project; my

biases are much different. While )the package completed to date

is less than perfect, it appears to offer reasonable help to

people in'the field who desperately needit.

It would be possible to continue further development of

he package. Thit is a matter which the Lab will need.to decide

(as any,labmust), based upon the availability of scarse resources.

From my point of view, the Model T is ready and should be getting

out where it can be_used.

Possibly there may be some areas of the rvort which are

-30-
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unclear; shot 1.d thip be the case, please drop me a li ie or call

on the phone. Should it be helpful for me.to/explaip in ptrson
1 - ) '' . .

any of the poipts I have made in writing, please let me know, as

arrangements can be made for this.

I

t

a.
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.

This reporCis intended to provide a history of. the development and evafua-
.

%
,-'
al.iion. ofoone oft, products produced by ihe Education:Management Program..

*A.

..".

Reference is made in the .bo# of the report to more detaile4eportS or memoranda
- 6 . 4

which docuMent the deyelOpment and testing pEoceduresuselow of more
". , *

cruciai documents relevant to product effectiveness.are- presented in; their
. ,

entirety

The

as attachments to the report.

report has been prepared for
er

14'

twq.kinds-of 7reaaers. The ,first

associated with the National Institute of Eaucation,,a9d pOss,;ibly some potegial
.% ,

users of the product, whO need to make judgmpts about pioduci quality*but do1--f

have the time to. become familiar with all the details ot the separate:reports

4

on the development-and testing. For this group, the conclusions drawn from
-

the various evaluation stildiIs are excerpted in.the body of the report. These
.

ekerpfs may be' cgisid ered
.

to represent, the ms for the pxoduct tae tie
. ,

,

Program Staff beliexie to be-Itified. If readersare willing to base their -

jddgments,aboui ,-the.product on the authoiity and professional independence of

-. 1

those drawing the conclusions reported then the body of the report is
.

sufficient.
, 0) r

.,-

The second group of .readers .or. whom the report is prepared .is composed of

.the staff (4,NIE and theAdboratory, and 'Professional colleagues _who wish to

know in more detail about.the quality Of the evaluation inforMation collection
,, ,.

.
. . ,

and analysis on which the conclusions are based.

7 -
,

. are presented to meet the needs of this group.

r- N y/

4

The attachments to the report

Richard W. Watkins
Program Director.

,.' Educational Managemdnt Program
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A *. Designi*Insti-uctional Program. .
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'..:.*

,, e
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tl.

V
.

si ing Instructional Program's is o of six sets of trainifig materials'

-'4, ' ) . ,

1.t
. .

-i developed to increase the skill, knowledge ana understanding of school personnel, ", .

, ..ts. 0 :41 .
.

..
. t

in the area of instructional planni*and management.. Instructional,planning
-

.., .. .

t , .
'

h
,

401 I
is defined generally as-thA area of 'educational administration that-is concerned

--
'.1

...

with providing educational opportunities .for childreri, ,' This ,area may be further .

-.
. 4

defined as involving the establiihment of imstructionalprogram purposes, the
':.

. . -i .

, -
.

, .

design and implementation of and the evaluation. of instructional pro:-
. " . .

..

,,

grams. The materials

.

in Desianing.Instructional Purposes. is directed to the

second of these three functions.

'Intended Users

. `These material& are designed for those school personnel who are directly

.
.

.

concerned wi,th the design or selection of school curricula (instructionai pro- .

,
. 4:---

.

' grams) to be implemented in classrooms. The specifiC role titles of such staff'
.

.1 N6...,

will vary from district to, district, but most often will., include buildingwill.

principals, Lpartment heads, district curriculum specialists, and teachers
. . .

41 .

\ who are serving on curriculum committees. Depending on the size and organiza-

tion of -a school district or system, Designing Instructional Programs may also

be found useful by district office adniinistrators other `than thosegWith direct,

curriculum responsibilities,' Board Of Education members, parents and students.
.

It should be clear that the intended user group can best be defined by function
'

O rather than by a particular role or ;title, and that the group could.include..

s'ae k. not necessarily falling under the heading of administrators..
.

ll
4

. A
r. .

"product ,Purposes a nd Description .
.

The, goal of this'ubit is to assist in the preparation ofIschcol staff in

4r
0

.1

1

V

fi
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".
makin ddfensible choices re ardin the .1;onn and Content oP iriStr i 1

,
uct ona

., , . .4' i
programs iWe general objectiVes of the unit are to provide'

. . ..

proceSs of, and tools to assist, in (a) anan'alysis of basic

experiertc'es i.nt the

assumptions about

§ttidents and' learning, (b)the.matching progilam characteristics with 'intended 2
.. . .,

learning' outCoffies, (c) a consideration of the&sburces available for and the'
..., . 0. ..,

.., ... .

anal
. .f... . . . , ..

.
constraint imposed'on .pro ram design, and (d) the ysis. of. existing.programs

.-1 . ; / .
aat might be useful. -..

ot
... . , . b,

. -, .
The materials are ptesented in five mdaules-Trhic.h might ,each usually require'/.. ' i-

a , .) three in three and a 'half hours. 'The.meclule_are:

. 4
Chalk Talk, which is an edUcational glIme played by tlitee teams of

4

1.'

.
/

;three or four people. Each team goei through the step by sten process'

of designing an instructional prograin for a subj "t area' and grade

level chosen by the teak. D6sign decisions are made at.,,a:ramtber of

critical choice points and must be defended if challenged by members
4

f another team. A glossary is provid6d so that all partiipants will

,be able tq use terms. with the same neaning ;:the glossary is als8 use-

. ...,, .

ful-iff-later modules. Theye is a scoring system fo-the game $o that
0 .

, .

the game, is to larodu e the
0.

a.team,may "win,"
s.

S..

.
but the real pl;pos'epf

participants to the total design process, and to stimulate interest in
\

/the
subsequent modules. a.

.

2., Analyzing Basic Assumptions, in which participants and teams identify

I the assumptions that underly, their instructional plartning,, justify

\. ,-'' ." '
their assumptions to members of other teams,

...

pn,the assumptions` to be used in planning an

and reach a .team consensus,

.
ins tructional program,

Four parables representing different models of

,

Instruction 'are.rused.

to enable participants to'clarify th eir own assumptions in six major

areas. The purposes of the mydule are to (a) ptOvide an organizing

O p*

4.

4

4

O



v.

a

9

.

.

, .

framework tq consider and analyze their feelings and.'assunption _about
...a.

..

what and how people should,lealt,'and',(b) provide a vehicle through "..

, A. . * . ..,,, . . .
which thby can arrive' at a gonsensus on assumptions thal, wild permit, - .

'effective "group planning of an instructional program.
I

MatChing Programs With GO'ls, in which the pianni.ng teams
. . .

analyze

organize the goals and. ObjeCtives to be net by an, instructional, program,
- 4- . .

'and-make judgments about the, pro-gram
.

. meeting these goals and objectives.

..practice using two kinds of planning`

characteristics appropriate for.

In
'

effect, the ModUle provide§.

tools that can be.us'eful in

application to real instructional Planning tasks on the4jb. On& of

these tools enables users to organize goals and 4jectives stated with '4k.
e 4,

different amounts of specificity into a set that provides -a useful

base for instructional planning. The second tbol enables the team to

make program' design choices that are consistent with the program objec-
I

tives.

4. Asses sing Resources 'and Constraints., 'in which, the participants laork

through a set of simulated'instructional planning problem' focused On

the task of estimating program costs, considering possible cost trade-
*

offs, and considering staff and conummity resources and constraints,

that could affect the success or failure ofroAogram:, This is done by ,

-. . . , -,.....r 4- .
providing exercises in (a) the use of forms. and cost estimation para-

's

meters to obtain approximations of staff, materials and facilities costs
e

for a given prog (b) the rating a , feasib ility of cos4t trade-offs
. .aipng these; and (c) the .dentification of non-co t restraints and

., .

resources. '
-./

5. Selecting Curricula,- in which participants are prepai-ed fdr and have

practice in the use of an instructional planning tool foi analyzing

'1

*i

1
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,

_and comparing different curricula that might be adoptC1 or adapted to

meet4i-ograd objectives. The "Curriculum Analyzer in this module can

beused for asSessing,the strengths and weaknesses ofectual curricula

that schools might consider, and_ this module in effeq.,,provide§kroup:
t

practicd in its use to compare ,:o existing instructionptprograpi in
, .,-.'.,

. , ,
--%

:reading. ....

Product Development And .Testing

lel

1

General specifications fOr the unit Designing.anstiuctionaf,progrmkt were
(

.

,. -.
.

e rj, .. -.ii, ......

first set forth in 1970'(Banathy and Jenks). The_speditications.wre deri d
'.. . . .- t.z.-

.

ftom the design of an overall system for increasing the, instructional management
.

. \

capabilities of school staff. The system itself had been designed in response.

I.

,'
4 1 . .

V
to a detailed analysis of existing needs of scgool staff, and envisioned the

o
,

development of several training and specific application units, as well as the .

. ,
0 f'

development of planning and management tools for use in the'day to day world of

school staffs.

In May 1971 a much more detailed set'of specifications were preparedias
.4 -

, 1( z:
a,starting point for the uhit (Jenks, 1971), Six major objectives and related

behavioral objectives mere defined, and a detailed analysis of the program

design pfoCess completed. Q first statement of the tasksto be covered the

training unit was outline so that the taferrelatida Of objectives,,learning

.,
environments,. curricular information, resources, and constraints could be appre-

,

'dated and used in making program design judgdents.

. 4 .

As work. progressed on the development of the training unit, staff review,

2

and tryout of. drafts of some of the developed material, several conclusions were

reached. that 4.ed to rather important design. change (Otto, January 1973).: Among

these were: (a) the complexity, of the program desigripxocess made it necessary

to present an overview of the entire process before undertaking training in

t



0
f0

.

specific steps of the process, (b) a strictly verbal-graphics .approach to this 1.

,, 0
o

overview presentation would have been too long to accomplish within the reason- r. 0 1-1fk(,- ,

able tine limitations set Tor the. unit, and (c) the Original design would have
,

put too much stress on comparison and choice among existing alternatives rather

than on the, design of new programs or the creative adaptation of existing pro-
.

grams to meet particular student and school needs.
.

,As a-result of these considerations, the unit objectiyes were redefined"
6 . 7-

to sre extent, and the decision made to provide the overview using an educational

.7- ,

game that would also stimulate interest in the unit, provide an,organizing frane-

mirk fothe rest of the unit, and set the stage for curriculum committee..
r

,approach to instructional planning, that seemed most realistic. At the same time,

`it was decided to undertake the developmentof a device for actually analyzing

existinOcurricula in
.

away that would be consistent with'the principles under-

lying the unit, rather than discussing how curricula should be analyzed.

Attention focused on the development and testing of these two modules

that represented a radical departure from previous Laboratory development

efforts. -

Two feasibility tests of the, game wer3ducted, one using a number of

, Laboratory staff members as participants and one usi(pg graduate students in

Educational Administration at San Francisco State University. The game was
%

extensively revised after each of these tests, and several versions` produced,

which were tested comparatively, again at San Francisco State University, (Otto,

April 1973) : ist

"The entire unit aS originally pl&nned,, consisting of four modules, was

tested during one week of a graduate course ,at San Francisco State Uniirersity
o

in the summer of 1973. Twenty-seven students who were practicing school admin-
-

iS t rators or teachers, completed the unit in four two-and- a-half-hour sessions. .
fr.

.

0,

.
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The time fob uselbf the unit (ten hours which was designed fov fifteen to

,Gopighteen hours, precluded the collection of cognitive u. tieflayioral data. The

affectile data collected maybe generally described as neutral to negative,
, .; 1

,

-, -, ;

although the respondents were positive about many features of the unit. Many of
. , . .1

the negative responses appeared to result from the con4itions under which the
. . .

I:rift was tested* rather than from characteristics of the ullii itself. The test

didof the unit di provide information of value in
-. .

,

the unit. A complete report on ihis'fiefd test

planning specific revisions, to

is included'as Attachment 1:

'As a result of this field test, the unit was extensively revised, including
.

the incorporation of the "Curriculum Analyzer" as a fifth module. As these- ,

1

revisions were nearing completion, ar gement were' made or an external

eAmluation consultant to prepare art' evaluation plan and instruments for:final
I

.
.

field testing of the unit. The revised ,version o

,
t, - .

..,

the unit was given a prelim-

inarY test in May as inkrvice training for nine lementary school principals
... ,,,

and an assistant guperintendent.from'a single sdloof iystem. This training
I/

. . e , t

session was also used to, pretest the evaluation inStraMents, Following some

further revision of .the unit, it was tested in five situations (two univeristy

- classes, three inservice training situations) in which 77 administrators partic-

ipated and completed the evalbation forms. The school districts cooperating
.

in°these field tests are listed on page 11.

The external evaluation consultant collected and analyzed data from all of

these test situations. His complete report is included as Attachment 2. The
1,

following quotations.from.the report (Temp) rearranged from the original

1

context, present :the conclusions with respect to cognitive outcomes:

,..

"The three important abilities assessed were:

. ,

o the Wility to select curriculum comparison categories of
importance

.

o the ability to specify appropriate classroom procedures to

, .

1-o.
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.. , ... ,

accomplish a given set of:beliavioral objectives
.

- ,;

o the ability to 'compute rough co analyses of a propbsed,
program given a set of district guidelineS ana cost figures." . -

The conclusions of the study with respect to each of these areas were: . ....

."A practically significant expansion of the ability'of*.the p articipdnfs.to
select curriculum comparison categories of importance was achieved. The group,
that'prior to training would have been content with comparisons on two to five
digensioqwas, after training, indicating that up to 17 comparison dimensions ^

were essential to doing an expert job." (p. 13) f .
A., v.

\

"A, more realistic and wider set of classroo(11 procedures and conditions were
.

suggested by 'the ..participants after exposure to the materials-and experiences
.Of the training unit. Some significant improvement in the ability of .these 4.

- experienced educator; to specify appropriate classroom procedures was fouhdi"
--,...\-.

(p. 16) .
. i

"Many more of the participanp.understood the logic of.a cost analysis form
and were able to compute rough cost analyses after trebling thantbefore..
practically significant increase in the ability of, participants to do such
analyses of'a proposed-instructional program was apparent:", (p. 18)

The objectives defined for the unit as tested also included recall of

certain vocabulary and curriculum specific items: The evalUation specialist

judged these to be !'lower-level knowledge outcomes" but did collect information..

relevant to them. He reported the following conclusion:
1

"The results indicate that if th6 unit developers do want to accomplish
knowledge/recall objectives (same of which are stated in the inateiia10, they,
will have to adopt a different and perhaps more traditional memorization and
study for examination type teachinrstrategy. This is not compatible with the
developers more over-riding objectives of achieving application type skills in
the short training period provided, and is not recommended by the evaluator."'

(p. 19)

The final recommendation made by the evaluation consultant was that:

"This unit ,should be made available in a distribution version for use in
college. and school district settings where teachers and other school personnel
are in training for curriculum design respohsibilities."

In addition to this systematic testing of the unit, two other evaluation

efforts were undertaken. For the first, Dr. T. Bently Edwards, Professor

Emeritus, School or Education, University of California' at Berkeley, agreed to

observe one of the five field tests referred to above, and to report his judg-
!

4
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ments about the process, the unit, andanythilig else hp thought appropriate to
-,,

.
. --, t

note. He,had not seen
, .

anyof thelnaterkals.prior,to the ClaSS, and sofar as
. -

is knownilad neyer had any discussions, of the unit with those who had developed
. . ,

' it.:

'Dr. Edwards' report is included as Attachment 3., lit is essentially an sr .,,.

'cbseiNational narrative which "apes not lend itself to simple Sumarization. The

I

-A follOying quotation. fromthe introductory paragraphs (Edwards) does prgIfide ii,
*) ,

.. .
.

f

general'indication of his
. i

overall-jbdgmen-C
, ,

.e

r

."All of the members, of the class are mature educators, holding, enlightened
opinions abcfut educational:issues... With these students., Nthe materials yere

hihly'sdccessful. "That is to say, they generated the course\cofitent, scimu-
: ',

lated claiifying discussions, and seemed to include sufficient novelty forthis
,..

groups of students... To
.

quote one of the men, 'I can now adopt a_freply'point
of view i'n workingwith my school boai.d on curriculum revisions.'"

, . ,'N

I, . t!...
, .

As S,second supplementary evaluation effort. Dr. James Oli'ero, Director.'

of the Nueva -DaySchool and Learning Center in Hillsborough, California was
.. .

asked to review the entire unit as prepared- for the_main Lis). d_ tet described

above. Dr. Olivero was chosen for this,review because he is ah experienced
t

.

school administrator who has also developed.,and published administrator training

material, and who very frequently conducts, administrator training workshops as

; \
a consultant to school"di,stiicts or professional oyganizations.

14
.

Dr. Olivero's review contained many suggestions for revision, as well as .

, \

overall judgments of the unit and each module. His written report is,inclkided

. \ .

as Attachment 4. When this review was.arragged, specific questio s were posed ,

. ......,.:_

for the reviewer,, and are given in Attachment 4.. The quotations b low are from

the answers to the questions, but are arranged (withomissions indicated) to
f .

. .

provide
.

a brief overall summary of judgments about the unit.

K..-,
.

. " "Tile goalS and objectives. definitely.addrpSS'an important need
.

.

for school people as well as members, of the commbnitNho are more

.
and more being ,called upon to. participate in educational decigion

making. One of the reasons I'believe the package is good is that ,

I ammot familiar with anythifig else as complete as the materials



\
t .. .

t

''...
I.

,, which 'have- [beenT deveoloped. CertainrY, there are two *arguments'

, < - related' to thii point:? .(1), The package may 'contain thoreabout
, ,

. some aspects than peoPle Want' to know, and on the' other hand;,
(2) people need to be willing.to in.vest some time in, learnihg

. %ow to do a job corred,tly when the fiscal and huinan stakes are

so high... There ,is no questilon in my mind :that an individual

. 'wiilin.gto invest at least some small time and thought (20 hours,.---

.
. 'I guess!) could aChieve the-pbjectiVes as stated in the inater-

..,

V- idls...1. If. rabsolutely had to prioritlie .the list of modules,

.
I would first keep..the fiftli module.and "Curritculum _Analyzer."

'Then I would keep Moddle II: klext would con'O.Module III, then..0-

II/7..ald last would be Module. L, the .gam _e_rhaps't would feer
. .

-more pOsitive about, tEe game,if I .were to -Rarticipate in playing

$ #4 , it. Qthers_haVp told mef it as fun. F.rom a sales point of 'view,
.. if miglit offer just. the-..right gimmick (using the' term loosely)

to, help make the paCkage "So", .. I do -believe the price tag you

";.

haVe .-to put on the,diackage is reasonable. If a schoordistrict
-is going. to inalce- tile kinds.,5f serious decisions 'called for, they

. shoul,,d, expect to.invesst initial money into people and materials

... r definitely would' recomnend use of the materials and would

'use lbem myelf if they wete available. - As I have indicated
earlier, 'I have a. few different/ways to do the ""assumptions"
package and believe \the personal values and institutional values _

tools4I use are more powerfuls-thin the approach taken in Module

11, but this -probably is nrir: own bias. In any case, I certainly

agree that the iinalysis of the philosophy of the 'school must be

the first step, and there-are many ways to do this... The only
other materials and procedures I would use, as an alternative .

to what 11,as been put together, are those have developed myself;
unfottunateu, because I have never packaged the materials, they
are usua.4y _151.± into and taken, out of a workshop 4epending upon

many 'factors that are nOt related to very much of anything;

except- me . Solne Of the arginnents fort both choices are obvious .

Undoubtedly, the progranLis*ell done...get it out to the people

who can use it." ,

4"'"`
.

.Conclusion -,
A

tien the,main field test, and reviews of the Designing Instructional Programs
."--,

,,,

, - - ; ... ,

were completed', some_a ionall minoa: revisions were made, tile-Coordinator's, ddit'
... t - . 4,--.-.44,

. t.-.. ,

''*
Manuat,was completed and the text and materials were prepared for final pro-k . , . . ,.,.

- ..

..

duction. All of the revisions were based on Staff experience ;in the field tests
Se

-aildior t he recanumndations of the external, evaldation cOnsultaht, the reviewers,
P ,.. -)., .

,-
and those who had, served as 'coo'rdinators 9r participants. They can be ctuite

. a, .

accurately described as "field-based" 're sions. -

,

, $

.....) 13 '
1"

e _
4

The various kinds r-f eva.1}iati:on information available indicated that the;
, 1 ,,

..., ..,

4.
4.
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unit was clearly sufficiently effective to merit publication and dissemination.

The decision'was made that the Laboratory should produce and sell it on an

interim basis, pending possible interest to publish from a commercial distribu:

-

tor. Labbratory funds available for such publications are severly limit d, Pa,

that the final version has had to be ':stripppd dour`' as much as possible

ctmsistentmith judged effectiveness. No substantive changes were made to

reduce.costs; quite simply, the physical appearance.of the unit will not be as

attractive as would be desirable.

The unit ig available for purchase from the Laboratory at a cost,af $135.00

for all the' Coordinator's materials,i and sufficient copies for ten participants.

)0

1

;

A
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The colleges and school districts liste

v

elow participated in one or more

tests of the unit Designing Instrutionl. Programs.

,Department of Educational Administrat'on, San'Francisco State University

Archdiocee of San Francisco School System

Eureka; California City Schools

Livermore Valley, California Unified School District
a

Upland, California Elementary School Distil

3,
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Attachmefit 1 d

. Preliminary-Main Field Test

The preliminiry- ain field test results, were included in a,Progresg Report in
the Unit submitted to the National Ins itute of Education in September mp..
The following pages are reproductions f the parts of the Progress Report th4t.

- 'dealt eigolicitly with the field test sults.

.4*
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VI

Procedures

PRELIMINARY MAIN FIELD TEST'

.4

During each classsession at'CSUSF, three members of the training unit

develcipmpnt team and an evaluator were present to coordinate training and
.

,

collect transactional data.l'Ohe development team member acted as 'cliief'.co-

ordinator -fer the entire unit. Since there were but ten hours over a period .

of four 'clan meetings, to admiRister ten hours of training, the pre-posttest

(subsequently cancelled), and affective questionnaires, periodic corrective

\o,action was required to mpensate for,time constraints and unanticipated
v 41

events. As was stated above, 'some resequencing of materials had been,done to
, 4

ease the e,constraints prevalent at this site. Such mechanical adSustments,

however, die not allow'co of othe'r site characteristics which prevented'

the collection of cognitive'performance data and profoundly influenced the

affective data collectdat this site.

B. Training Characteristics *

.
.

. -

During the training sessions at this. site each pa4ticipant played the

role of a member of in-instructional planning team, performing individually

and in groups to: (1) design an instructional program!Yor a chosen subject.

area and grade level, (2) analyze basic assumptions about learning for con-

sistency with, h en instructional methods and techniques, (3) match various

4

11=44=1W

1
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types, of goal statements for appropriateness with a variety of insis.

..methods and techniques, and .(4) judge for feasibility an instructional program .

given examples of three types of resources and constraints. In addition,

participints were.asked to complete.a nutter of take-hoine exercises that required
,

them to: (a) design a preferred ;instructional program consistent with their

own individual basic assumptions about learning, (b) analyze for possiible

adoption two ,given curricula with the .aid of.tts eurriculum 'analysis tool, and

(c) assess 'for feasibility an instructional prograin given information on a

curOculum and tempWand financia\ resources and constraints that might
«-

beneft orimpair the implenii0i-c-the -ptgram.
C. 'Site Characteristics

c , t.

Theialternate test site' at CaliforriO StateMiversity.,, 'Sari Francisco,

consisted of a class in Curriculum artd Instruction, cowposed of 27 graduate

1r

.students vorking.inservice and e rolledrin an M.A. program. in Edu'cationl

Administration. Aans called for the instructor in charge of the class, 'o .

provideProgran staff with four sessions of two hours and thirty tninutekeach,
.:f / 11

over a period'of two weeks, to administ training and ;testing. Since this
)

was a& alternate site that was planned in the event titat ttle' primary site at

Ijoly NamesWas not used, the ten hours4aliotted for field testing was antici:

pated as being intufficient. _However, because of the diffiefilty;ifiVolved

in obtaining a more favo4Dle fiel test site during the summer months,

because of the need of staff to 0 they, as much data on tfre training unit as
. , 4

. ,

possible,,plus the requirement ,of meeting Program work unit milestones, it '.

, was decided to proceed with testing at CSUK.
' :-.> .

--Nearly, two-thirds of the field test sample consisted of t e e hiers, at the

-$econdary school level. Alstirepresented were Principals, a Sdhool P4sycholo-

gists, District Office\FArsonnel,/ a iDirector of a Teacher Centel and a Curd-

culurtiSplcialist: Such an occupationally diverse group was seen by Program
2



staff as a fair representative sample of eventual users of theft4aining unit."

Three of the Oarticipants had had previous experience with Fbr W t Lab-

.

oratory 'and Educational Management Program products which, to these few,

made less intr si 'the appearance of Program staff and the training unit.

es

,

,

Moreover, all of the- iest subjects were acquainted with each other which made

easier the Performance of team training activities.

4e hNegatiye :site characteristics, 'stemmed largely from thelack. of time allowed

'$<-0 V

to administer all portions of the training unit, it pre- posttest, and .affective

a
.

. ,

q' n Participa ts were unable to complete the pretest before
.

beginning, the ,fi rst tr'airi 1
modules, which ca edoverlyregative, data to, !

. i,
IC

. be gathered ,on Module Onp. regular class assignments' given participants to

complete at home by, the instructor,. in 'addition to 'take -home exercises accism-

. ,

partying the training unit, prevented proper time
and.attentjon 4eing' given the,,

4...,'.

..
.

_

training ,materialt
assigned ass homework. In addition, on

the.final day of .: -

.

field teslOnT,
:

Which was the final day of the, course in curriculum and instruc-

t' .

.

tion, the course ;instructor resumed control of the 'class after 1 l',72 hours ,

to discuss work accomplished in thecoase. This prevented th e-posttest from
;

.11.
,1- .4-

being administered.
..

1"

4,

.

.

In general,
participants at the test site, eemed

disenchanted With the

)
,

task's thdt the!i, were performing.'
.Thepais dissatisfaction heard

abqut the

. s. ,

.

-.,

.

M.N. program inHwhich they were enrolled. Laboratory staff and the training .

, -(

.., writ weresaid .by some
participants to have been used for

displacing anger and . ,

. .

% frustration. DesPi e these neg tiv characteristics,
however, Program staff ,

receiifed..a total of nine- unsblAzi
ed-requests for the -training unit for use in

.
.

inservice settings7
'Moreover, two participants

equeited that staff consider

-it;-

their school sites fo future testing of the training unit. ?

4 0



D. Data Summary and Interpretation

Data analyses were simple since no cognitive or performance data were

collected. For each itemon the affective questionnaires
4

statistics were
4

computed on a seven-point scale for mean, standard deviation, and standard

,

ertor of the mean.

standarcNf acceptability arcs set at two standardArrors of the mean

above "4," the midpoint Ofithe scale of favorability. Thus it was required
.

that each item be statistically significant beyond the midpoint of the scale.

'If the item mean exceeded this standard, then the results were Considered ac-
,

4 ceptable. If not, the result was unacceptable for that to which the item

pertained.5

cause of the adverse characteristid of the CSUSF test sitemuch'of the

data gatheied on each portion of the training unit was negative. Interpre-

tations of these data areltherefore made in light of the site characteristics
4

that could most likely have caused negative responses Nhereriegative ke-

sponses were directly addressed to content, method, and execution of the train-
.

ing,isuggestions for' revising and improving these are made. C.

'Two hours were allowed. for completing Module One of the training, a game ) e.

in which teams of ,players perform tasks in instructional program,design. Be-
# .

cause the pretest; which.requiNs participants to work.entirely alone, was ad-
,

sministered just prior. to ttiis activity the transition between the two entirely
,.

.

.

different tasks was judged byparticipants difficult to make. In addition,

the limited amount of timeAvailable for completing the pretest caused frustation

4
. .y,

1 / 4Q "

.
c.1

i- ' . 4

4Copres of Affective questionnaires showing item meanS,and Whether each

h sitem pdssed its standard of acceptability, are found in the Appendix, pp. A-7

to A-33. .

5Affective results for each module; are displayed, in the Appendix, pp. A-34

0

21.
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and ill-feeling among some participants; although the game was played with.

alacrity, this ill-feeling was manifested in affective data gathered.° As

a result, only five of twelve items for Module One met the standard of affec-
,

Live acceptablilty:

On Module Two, ayritten training activity tlidt requires pdrtfcipants to

analyze the basic assumptions about learning made by themselves and others,

twelve of fifteen affective items met the standard of acceptability Negative

written"comments dealing with clarity of feedback responses were Mentioned on

some questionnaires. However, because of the relatively abstract content g
.. .

, ..

the module,'and the fact
,

that it contains mugh simulated material which is

.open to individual interpretation, it is possible for confusion to result on

the part of some.? Future revisions of this module Will be directed at clar-

ifying feedback, and lessening the possibility for confused interpretation by

providing diagnostic eXercises for participants-to 'use to perform some of

the analysis exercises-with their own input.information

-On-Module Three, a written activity requiring individual and team decision

making in matching instructional programs with goals, nine 'of thirteen affec-

tive items achieved the standard of acceptability. Responses addressed .to

Methodology and execution of the training material Iwere all favorable. Those-

items that failed tomeet the standard referred to clarity of feedback

thetamount of writing ,required, 1%'pich was judged excessive :$ Much of the
,

..-

training in this module deals with
.

clarifying the rat),Onale used for matching

,. .

.

.
. A

.. .

\.
.wc. See Appendix, p. A -37, for written and ver al comments onithis module:

,7See Appendix, p. A-58, for comments of rtidipants.

ifilsee comments in Appendix, p. A-39

5
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. 0'

instructional programs appropriately with diff.erent.tY0s

.,

of .instructional

/

.

goals. Therefore more writing is required than in accompanying. modules..

' To lessen the amount of writing, as
suggested by participant responses,,

checklists will be provided to accomplish the same purpbse as the Writing

,

exerci,ses. Further revisions will also.be directed at clarifying feedback

responses.
, .

On Module Four, a written activity requiring participants
to assess re-

. sources and constraints that can affect the fea4ibility of ilstructionalopro-

7

grams, only six of sIxteeh affective items met the.standard' for acceptability:

constraints, this tra ining' modul

only the latter half.completed by

Because of time

cated form with
.

Its fiAt half, assigned as liomework,pwas
a'ssigned'at the same time that,

wsoadministered in trun-

. 0

partic-Fpants in class,

participants were required,by the regularcourse
inskructor to complete a take-

home final examination for their course grade. As a result, few participants .

completed the, first portion in which many assessment exPrOises were necessary

for
adequately-complAing the second part. The fact that its conceptual

_Continuity was,disintedrated
partially accounts for much of'the:negative.data

r on this module.9 Nevertheless, othrr comments referring to lack of clarity

of the scheme of analysis for asseling,resources
and constraints unclear

.
feedbhck, as well asthe unrefined method used in some 'of the assessment

I .

0,

(1

exercises, indicate that Module Fouf must 4)e.:revised substantially.*

Tfie currIdUluM-analysis
tool, again becaUsg of time constraints,' was 'at

iriinistered as hodework with an accompanying
exercise that asked participants

to rate two sample curricula with the aid of the tool. Affective and trans-r
O

actionaT data lathered on
this.yortion of the training unit indicate that most

9See comments in Appendix,-p. A-40.

6 ,
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of the negative comments were directed toward the exercise, which was_judged.

insufficient, rather than'the tool. It-is.assumed that since the affective

odestionnaffe wdS apfrended to the accompanying exercise--judged confusing and
..,

rnclear-.-there was some transfer of negative feeling from the exercise itself .

to the'affectiVe responses for the analysis too1.10
.

Negative affective-respodses on the tool were contradicted in many ccses

by verbal participant endorsements directed at its utility and potential

:marketability. Moreover, previous positive transactional data gathered on the

tool, and the fact.that it was used by several participants during training

sessions to refresh their memories on the conceptual fralework used in the unit

.counter the.fact that only one of fout-teen affective items achieved the standard

impoied. The exercise, therefore, will.be slipstantially revised, and revisions

of the tool will wait Until further field test data are gathered.

An overall expresion of participant interest, and judgment of the

training unit's utility, was gathered byasking two qu:i.tions on the bio-

graphicalgraphical information,form completed by each participant in the field test.

In answer to the question: "Oo'you.now have in mind n area of utilization for

any new skills you nay acquire frop this (these) training units?", there were

19."yes" responses and 7 "no" responses (one participant failed to respond to

this,question). In gnswercto the second question: 'Are you interested'in

participating in fireure field testing of training units?",,tthere were 16 ...yes"

responses and 4 "no" responses,.(5 failed to respond And two ere not sure).

The above responses indicate that the strong negative:feeling manifested

publically was somewhat-redUced-when participants Te:sponded
/
privately. They

/

also indicate that those having strong negative feelings about, their M.A,

'10See comments n Appendix, p, A -41.

1
7
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1

program in general--and the training unit in particular--might have been

more likely to express those feelings to the training coordinator, not the

tion of participant behavior is consistent with the, act that the Program's

instructor in charge, than were their more affable peers. This' interpreta-
tion

need to collect product evaluation data frequently runs counter to the pre-

dispositions of field test participants. Regardless of these contingencies,

however, corrective action is required on this training uni.t before once agaih

field testing the product. Plans for such action follow.

1
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DESIGNING INSTRUCTIONAL.PROGRAMS

Module One - "Blackboard.nues"
.

Affective Questi onn ai re

The developers of this 'training activity would like to know whether you regard

theknowledge and processes covered useful to you and applicable to your work.

t

f-O

It ,,is also ipportak to knOw your rdactions to specific elements of the
.

t'."Blackboard Bluer Game. Please indicate your feel ings and. atti tudes bird r-.
1.. 4

- "4
. cling the appropriate number to the right of each item.

I. Value of-Training, Elements.
A

. ....

1.
45

:Are' the directions to the.

Game cledi enough to Old/.
. you to perform iti4activi-

ties?

"Tr

2.. Is the Glossary clear
enougti_:to al low easy

understanding of the
definitions?

0
3. Does the organization and

content of the Game board
provide a comprehensive
format for outlining in-
structional program design
decisions?

4. Do 'the Handicap Cards
provide enough of .a handl-
cap tb even the chances of
competing teaml? ,,

Note: In the orig na?
fore every i term

mean response'.

is derctibed irk'

ti

versions, sr
The symbol
The criterion
thp text.

)

*an Standard
411.QT AT Achieved?

. ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY

I

1'

2

2

3

A

4 5 6 7 Yes

V
6 7 Yes

6' Yes.

6 7 -Yes

s :for convents ,was provided

shows the location of the
for achievement of the standafid

.'26



si

)"fti /

".:f

i if Methodology . and Execution .

ft
4t, 1, et

As the Game progressed, did:

you,find'that you'developed
an interest inIt?,,
. 0

4.

4 .-*

' 2. Did you find the challenge
process used in the Game to
be interesting?

3. Did Ati find that the Nandi-
. cap Cards were interesting? .

NO MODERATE -INTENSE Standard
INTEREST INTEREST . INTEREST ,Achievec0

4. Did you find that working-as
a team gave you Prealjstic"
practice in'the tasks,reqUired
for designing' instructional
programs?

Value of the Module,

1 2

3 4

1' 2 '4

6 7 '.No

6 7 Yes-

7 Yes

-2' 3 4 5 16 7 No

Mian,

NOT AT
ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY

li Do you feel `:that ille Game

helped you gaim an under-
,

standing of the .process of , ,, -
designing instructional )

prorams1 --4, , . ./ ..2,

. s -2,-;fi ,.

,

...

/ Did yotilike,.this mdd4.16?
.

.

,

3. Would .yoti .recommend the
Game', 14 iethersjinvoived in'`
designing instructional'.'

4 *grams:
..,.!,

, 0.

1' 2

..

Standard
AChieved?

6 7 No

7 No

.1
7 No

4. If youmei'elable to haVe the
, ,

Gam, available. in.your school, .. .
..

,

.could youi use it to design

idtruotional programs` for any.
subject at any grade level? .1 2 3 4 5. 6 7 Yesl': i 4 -.I 4

5/ Reasemake.dany additional comments that you have on the Blackboard Blues
Game' belol:

4."

'

o

27
.
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DESIGNING.INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
.

.
.

t4odule.Two - "Analyzing. Basic Assumptions"

Affective Questionnaire
N41!..4ty

The developers of this training module would'like to knot er you
. .

'regard'tjie knowledge and processes covered useful to you and pplicable to your

work. It is also important to.know your reactions to specific elements of

"Analyzing Basic Assumptions." Please indicate your feelingsland'attitudes by
t .

circling'the-appcopriate Minter to the right-of each'item,

I. Value of Trainina Elements.

1. Is the, "Plight of the Nacirerips11

1

an' adequate way of introducing
,the process of analyzing basic
assumptions?

2. Is the 'Parable of"the Fish" an

adeguateliay of introducing one set
of attitudes, feelings, or beliefs
about man and learning?

3. Are the suggested responses c

(Assumptions aid Interpretations)
for the "Parable of the Fish"
clear and comprehensive enough
for you to understand oneset of
attitudes, feelfilgs,"or beliefs.
about man and learning?

4. Is the team activity, helpful

in analyzing basic assumptions ,-

drawn from the "Parable of .the
Chicken?"

S. Are the suggested responses

(Assumptions anchInterpretations)
fot. the "Parable of Chicken"
clear and.camprehensive enough for
you to understand oneset of atti-
tudes, feelings, or beltefs about
man and learning?

11

Mean Standard
NOT AT Achieved?
ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY

1

I

1

1 7,

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3-

'

3

28

4 5

4'

4

4 5

7 Yes6

7 Yes

%ft

6 7 Yes

.6 7 Yes

6 7 No



6. Is.the team activity helpful
in analyzing basic assumptions
drawn from the "Parable of the.
Ape?"

.

7. Are the suggested responses
(Statements and.Interpretations)
for the "Parable of the Ape"
.clear and comprehensive enough
705,-opeto understand how.basic
assn bons directly influence
instr ctional program design?

Is the team activity helpful
in analyzing basic atsumptioilt
drawn from the "Parable of le
Rare Bird?" ,

,,

711.11.1-

dean Standard
. NOT AT Achieved?

ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY

9. Are the suggested responses
(Statements, Interptetations,
and Revisions) for the "Parable
of the Rare43ird" clear and compre7
hensive enough for you to under-
stand how baic assumptions
arectly influence instructional
program design?

0,

II. Methodology and Execution.'

1. Is 'the Nacireman theme an en-
joyable way to-practice the
process of analyzing basic
assumptions?'

A

2. Is the writing quality of
"Analyzing Basic Assumptions"
adequate?

3. Do the elements of the training
,module fit well together? 1 2 3 4

4N.

1 2 3 .4

.

Al

.,,s

7
-re.

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

5 6 7 Yes

6 7 Yes

75 6 7 Yds

1 2 3 4 75

1 2 3 4

1 4

12

29

6 '7 Yes

6 7 Yet

6 7 Yes

6 7 Yes

1



III. Value of the,Module.

1. Do you feel that Module Two helped
you gain an understanding 'of the
process of analyzing basic
assumptions?

2.. Do you like this module?

3. If you were involved in designing.
instructional programs in your
school; and were able to have
this module, could you use it as
a guide to analyze basic assump-
tions?

4. Please make any additional commints
that you have on "Analyzing Basic
Assumptions" below. ,

Lt.
,

I Mean e,Standar
NOT AT . . Achieved?
'ALL'S' MODERATELY COMPLETELY r

1 2 3

.1 2 3

1 2 3

)3

30

V

1

7'. No

'6 7 Yes

5 6 7 No,-
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1 DESIGNING INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Module Three - "Matching Programi With Goal,"

uestionnaire/ Affective

The developers of this training module would like to know whether you re-

gard the knowledge and processes cored useful to yoy,a applicable to your
. .

..,

, .

work. It is also important to know your reactions to specific lements of the

module. Please indicate your feelings and attitudes-by circling the appropri-

ate

..

ate number to the right of each item. , v..

7 s;

41,Y 'Mean Standard
NOT, AT . Aqhieved?

ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY

I. Value of the Trainin Elements.

. A. Did you find thel6Jr goal
levels helpful Wthepro-
cess of'Matching programs,
tth goals?

s the "Plight of the .

Naciremans-Revisited" an ads-
.

..

quate way of introducing the
.

Allicess of matching programs .

with goiltZ--- 1 2
_-----

C. Is the team activity helpful
. in' matching' Pre - Stated .goals

for consistency with the pro-
posal and for appropriateness
with a Particular program?

, \

D. Does, your Preferred Instruc-
tional Program serve as an
adequate prototype for match-
ing with the Pre-Stated

//Curricular Objectives?

Does the set of instructional
objectives provide enough guidance
for you to select the most ftooro,
priate options for a reading
program?

Yes 4.

ti

1

1 2 3

14

31,

Yes

7 Yes



a

. Are the simulated Case Study
and Information Bits on Janus
Junior High adequate to'estab-
14sh the context,forithetTake7

. Home exercise on resOurcfS/
constraints? (I

*G'. Does the set of!Curricula b-
jectives adequately dqfine the
Environmental Studies4Program.
so that you c,ari assess the re-
sources andl'Onstraints goxerq7
ing it well enough for you to
judge its feasibility?

H. Are the Suggested Responses
for eachactivity)pr exercise
clear and comprehensive enough:
to enable you to cOmp1ete the
activity or.exercite'adequately?
If not-, explain why below. 1

/

Meth and Execution;

A. Is -the plight of the Nacirethans

sufficiently removed to enable
you to asses eir prob,lem

objectivelP

.
. .

B. Given t4e context of the simulation
does it enable you to participate
more fully im the team activity?

**C. Do the simulatea.0 e' Study.

and the Informatio its establjth
the context well e ough for youto
assess the resources and constraints
governing the Environmental Studies
Program?

NOT,AT
ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY

2 3 4

2 3 4

0

2-

6

55

pan

5

2

1 2 3 4

2 3, 4

4

5

7

T

,standard

. Achibvqd?

6 7 No

6, 7 Yes

6 t7 Yes

6 7

I .-
F and G referred to the take -home. exercise concluding Module Three.

Data for these items, are found in the section on Module 4, items IVA and IVB.

**Thisitem referred to the'take-home exercise concluding ModdleThree..
Data for this item 'ire found in the section on Module 4, item IVC:

I

15

32

r



4

D. Do you think that the.activities
- and exercises demand too much

writing?

, Mean' Standmid

NOT AT , Achieved?

ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY.

1 2 3 4 ®5 6 -7 ' No

E. Is the written style oP"MatChing
Programs With Goals" adequate? 1. 12 3. 6 -7 Yes'

, III. Value of the Module.

A.. Do you feel that Module Three
helped you understand the pro-
cess of matching programs with

goals?

B. Do ymLlike this module? .

C.. If yoy were engaged in designing
itruconal programs for your
school, could you use thismodule
as a guide for matching. programs
with goals?

D. Please make any additional comments
.on "Matthing Programs With Goals"

below:

16

1 2 3

1 2 3

F.

6 7 . Yes

6 7 No

5 6 7 No

10.
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. DESIGNING -INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
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. --

Module Four "Assessing -Rvources and ..Constraints°
1

, < A

. Affective QuestionnaireAffective
_ , ,

The devel erspof this training module would like to know whether you regard

;...)

, the knowled processes covered useful to you and applicable to youriwork.
- %

41-

Ii.is alsO ortant to knOw 9our 'reactions to speci elements of t dule.

Plea indicate your feelingsdand attitudes'by circling the appropriate number
. 1011$

to the right of each 'item.

71f

I. Value of the Training Elements.

A. Does the scheme of analy4is,
(goals, decision-making,
leadership, motivation,

. monitoring and maintenance.).

help:you gain insight into.
prevailing resources and
constraints in a school
setting?

B. Does the "Summary Report" from
the Principal of .Arcadia High
School adequately describe the

=institutional and sod-al
resources that ',contributed to

the success of Arcadia's
program? ,

C. Is the team activity helpful
in identifying the prevailing
resources and constraints in .

Arcadia High School?

-..

..t MecV *iiStanaard

NOT AT ,. Achieved?
) ALL $1.9DEAELY COMPLETEPES"

.

t

$4

'.'

.. .. `
.1

,...

A. 1
,..

.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No

1 2

D. Poet the module's training
development adequately
prepare youfor the*culmin-
ating individual activity? I 3

17

6 7 Yes

\
4 5 6 7 Yes

6 7 Yes

34
a
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.
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t; ''-
0

I 1 :

I,

.

I

c

.G.

.

.
I ,,s

,
.

P--,

,

Mean Standevreed

NOT Al' Adhi

( \ ALL' MODERATELY COMPLETELY
.

.%. .:.
d ?

,Dolli:onglove ' s memo, and the
A

'14w-basket" infornfation'.
. ,

establish the context ade-
quately for yoU to.perform .... . f .

S.

tile dortrespondfifrezterci,ses? : ,.' .7 2-, 3,s 6' n 7 Yes
W,

F.. Are the Suggested Reslitinsess '.

., .

Are
0

...

7

.
Ci: '...

for each 'exercie clear and . .

cOaipretiensiveenotTFfo enable '

...

,

you to 'resolve any difficulty

all exercise?' .
1- 2_ .-d, 7 No

,you may have encountered in
,

,

.e.7 0 . -

0 ..
.

S - 1.- )., . .'..,, ,

s: TI. Mettld EXeCUtia .

4- of, a

A. Are Arcadi a' Hi gh School an'd

-Pblytechnic High School ,

'. conthste4 markedly endugh *,

tb,proyide you a good per-
spective to 'view the (potential

,I
schizoid behavior of iresourtes
.and. constraints.? ' : C'754' 1,

B. Given th context of the
simu1atioh does it enable
you to participate more fully,
in the team activity? 1

...

-

C.' Is the written 'style of 'Assess-

adequate?.
,..

ing. Ropurces and Constraints"

III. Value of the Module

A. Do you feel that Module Four
helped you identify and assess
resources and constraints that
could determine the feasibility
of an, instructional program? 1

B. Old you like this module? 1

.

C't 18
.

35

,,

2

2

,

C

3 '"

-.

; 3

VT77

4 5

4 5

,6

..6'

,

7

7

,.

Yes

No

2 :3 476 6 7 ' Yes

2 3 1417 5 6 .7 No

2 37 4 5 6 7 No



: .

.:* .
Mean "'Stan dard'

- .

.
r

NOT At" Achieved?
1

.

, ALL ,MOWIATELY COMPUIELY
_ .

C. Are the resources and
(

.

4

,

constraints identified in .

.

this module similar to the
prevailing ones in your own

,, .

,school or district? 'If'not,
.

please listbelow the ones ,/1

that are not:/. 1 2 3 , 6 7 No

4. f
.

D. If you were engaged in des ning
.

.

instructional programs for your x
.

.

t

school could you use"this mogure
to guide you in assessing resources
and constraints?

IV. Take-Nome Exercise

A. Are the Simulated Case Study
and Information Bits on
Janus Junior Nigh"adequate
for establishing the context
for the Take -Home exercise,
on resources and,constraints?

1

2 3

B.' Does the set of Curricular

objectives adequately define
the Environmental Studies
Program so that you can assess
the resources and constraints
governing it well enough for
you to judge its feasibility? 1 2 3

C. Can you identifY`the prevailing/
resources and constraints on
the. Environmental Studies Program
given the Simulated Case Study
and Information Bits?

44,

19

36

1 2 3

t

5 fi 7 No

4
6 7 No

6 7 No

6 7 No

o,



AFFECTIVE QUESTIONNAIREr.
Pocket CurriculuM Analyzer

The Pocket Curriculum Analyzer is a, tool .for

rite; and select instructional programs., iiir.helTi

helping you analyze,,design,

us determint its effectiveness,

please respOnd to the queAionnair:e by circling the,appropriate number following

each questioll. Please write in any comments that would further clarify your

responses:

Mean Stardard
NOT AT ' Achieved?

ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY

I. Value of the Analyzer Eltments

1

1

1

1

1 ,

2

2

2

2

.1

2

k

3

3

3

3

3

A, Do you think that the Analyzer
would enable you.to design your
:own curriculum even if you had
'snot played Blackboard Blues?

'N
- A

B.. 'Does the Analyzer help you
organize your thoughts about
an instructional prpg(am?

C. ' Does it help you'i§tablish a. ,

set of preferences for your: awn

instructional program?

D. Do Au think the Analyzer
4011 rate different curricula
well'enough to enable you to
compare them and make a
selection?,

ti

E. Does the "weighting" system
refine the selection process

. to the point of enabling you to'
'select a program among-seemingly
equivalent programs?

II. Methodology and Execution

A. Are the directions for .using the
Analyzer clear?

20

7 6 7

.4 6 7 Yes

475. .6 7 No

6 7 No

4 5 6 7 .No"

4

4 5 r5 7 NO



'2`-

Is, the, Rating System and are..

the decision - points useful?

C. Is the scoring system dicisive
enough -No yop think- that the

weighting system.will be-used
oo oftenA? 1 2

Mean *. *Standaid
( NOT AT " .4 Achieved?,

. ALL MODERATELY .COMPLETELY

: e
a' 3

I
D. Are the design catego ries -in

the,Analyzer similar to the
ones your school normally

1.1 'considers? If note- please

1 i st them bel ow:

/
f

F Are the categories organized
in such a way that the Analyzer
is a unified and self- contained
urfit?

F. Is the written style of the
()Analyzer suitable for this

sort of tool?

/
III. Value.iof the Analyzer

A. Do you feel that the task
of. rating and then selecting
instructional programs are
ininediate to your profes-
sional needs?

1 2

0

-5; 6, '7' . No

5

1 2 3

1 2 5

3 .4V 5

B. you were given the task
of designing or selecting an
instructional program for your
school., would you use the

Analyzer? 1 2 3

C., If yoci used it to rate several
curricula, would you rely on the
rating and/or weighting scores/
given by the Analyzer?-

/ 21

38

1 2

1;

0

7 No

.6 7, No

6- 7 No

6 7 No

6 7 ',No

7 No

6 7 No
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General Comments - Written and Verbal

;Module.One "BlaCkboard,Blues" Game

1. The pre-test at the beginning was too 'Ion§ and difficult to understand:"

2. "'Only present game in one three 'our session; nothing else."

3. "I feel that you should be able to make more than one choice per step.:,

4. "This game is a good warm-up exercise for orienting teachers to the ditfi-
or

cult-process of curriculum development, It is_very comprehensive in all

areas covered in the area of curriculum design. Provides much informa-
'%

. tion and is comprehensive in scope." .r

5. '.'It is too easy to become detached from the purpose of the game and make

a 'game' of it. There.should be .a way to make players commit--they have

to feel a responsibility even"if only intellectually induced."

6. ";'oderator should be stronger in keeping the principle of the game before
1

(.1
the players--What is the objeCt?; is what you are doing contrary or in

line with this?"

7. "Winning the game is not enough. There must_be a feeTing of creative

pride in the design itself that seems,syperior to the participant, for

-a reward."

8. "Organization and coptentof the Game board was eicellent."

9. "Game definitely helped me wn an understanding of the design process.".

10. "I liked the module even with the shortcomings: (not enough time), Under
0

better circumstances I would definitely like it."

I
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General Comments - Written and Verbal
4

Module Two - "AnalYzing.Basic Assumptions"

1. "Interesting exercises; however, Fails to have the reality and'urgency

facing administrators each day."

2. "I, feel adrift--and haven't internalized the siUations."

"I liked it because it emphasizes the'importance of analyzing the value,

.scope, purpose and nature of the educational process.",

'4. "A good, critkal analysis technique designed Nn a very idn-joyable format." '

.'

5. "More time required to do this type of activit when there has been no

previous experience in this process."

6. "This was difficult at first, not because of-the material but because of.
.. -

my oon 'set' which had turned me off."

7. "I found little evidence of a process of analyzing basic, assumptions ex-
,

. ,cept to go back and.check evidence."

k

4 3
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General Comments - Written and Verbal

Module Three - "Matching Programs With GoalS"

1. "It was much clearer than Module 2."

2. "Length of Module 3."

3. "Too much, too soon."

4. "If I were a full time curriculum speci4(ist instead of a classroom

er, the:material would be most beneficial."

ach-

5. "Much too long and too much writing. Discussions were good--tap d reading

would enhance this program. Some of the information was helpful, however."'

6. "Too much at one time without-motivation, and in general it was not mean- .

ingful to me."

41,'`

a.
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General Comments - Written and Verbal,

VOdule ,our - "Assessing Resources and Constraints"

1_ "Latter part of modUlenot specific: Askfor very-byoad statements."

2. "rood exercise in analysis."

3. "I can't even remember it at thit point--too concentrated an approach

on top of an already crowded schedule whichhich was typical of Most of the
,

students."
1

4. "It was better than the others because it wasn't so long!"

5. "Defjnitelycould use this. module as guide in assessing resources and .

constraints in my school."

6. "Resources and constraints very similar to the Orevailing ones in my

school."

7. "this is a fascinating adventure in curriculum development; however I

feel that your "modules" could very, well be a semester course in itself."

8. "Morale's too low to give a true assessment of your module!"

9. "Suggestions:

1. Present this workshop at early stage of course.

2. Clarify with professor the work expectancies--so he

matches his assignments wspectively.

3. Clarify with students task expectancies prior to tasks.

4. Pthink the materials are generally good and useful-*-;

provided presented.4n a,good setting re:

a. attitudes

b. .time allocatjon

c. take-home work expectancies."

S7
2.8
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General Comments - Written and Verbal

P.:eke!. Curriculum Analyzer

I. "I;am thoroughly confused."

:2. "The idea seems to be useful, but the directions are totally unclear.,

making the whole experience negative."

3. "The Analyzer serves as an excellent source in evaluating one's program

for specifics. It is well thought out. The Curriculum Analyzer enables I

one to dduble-check his
own instructiopia-1-5ogram (or daily lesson plan)r

for consistency in objectives, methods, and materials used to.reach the

desired outcomes that are consistent with g)zls earlier voiced at the

start of the school year."

4. "Directions poor--task poorly defined-- directions confusing."

. 5. "I'm still confused as to how it operates."

1".

2§
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EVALUATION REPORT .

.014.THE TRAINING UNIT

4

Abdtract

OCTOBER 1974

DESIGITING INSTRUC__fiIQ MHO RAN

Six training situations-siiilar to the normal "use

markets"-for_this training material developed by the Par-

West Laboratory for Education" 111!search and Developmeht

were involved in the final field test diiirig-th Spring

and Sumer of :1974. Analyses of. the data obtained indi-

cate positive Affective responses and-prdbtically sign1f7

leant in reases'in the ability of participants to identify

important curriculum comparison caegoriee,.to specify

appropriate classrbom prodedUres given a. set of cogniOlve
. ,

and affective goa ss, to-calculate rough'cost analyses-_of
,

proposed instruct onal programs, and to utilize the speci4

tic vocabulary ankconcepts of curriculum design of the,
7

7

unit developerd." A distribution version with coordinator's.

handbook is currently available., It is recommended for use
.

.. in college and Ichool district teacher education. settings.
.

_--

.14

`valuation Report by

E. Temp
Research Psychologist
Lafayette, apfornia
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The need for evaluation of newly developed c rio-..

ular materials is now widely accepted. Therefore, t is

report will not dwell upon the importance ;aid urgency f

suchevaluition studies. The training unit aplEnlaa

developed by the 'Far West tabor'.

atory for Educational-Research and Development, was eval-

uated\during a.final field test in the Spring ,and SuMmer,

of /934. This report describes the materials and ,the in- A

formation base upoli which evaluation conclusions were made,

and suggests the most likely cognitive and affeotiVe cut-
.

comes to be expected in future uses of the distribution

versfon of the unit.

Description of the materials. The distribution var-
.,

sion of the training materials consists of five, modules

(bound in two unequal size volumes), the.game materials'

'necessary for playing Chalk Talk and a coordinator's hand-

According to the developers the unit -'s overall pur-

pose is to improve instruction by preparing school decision

makers to make more defeisible choices regarding the form_

and content of instructional programS. To achieve this

overall purpose each module has more specific purposes.

50
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These purposes are listed below..

to:

The purposes of the Chalk Talk game (Module One) are
r

provIde the vocabulary and definitions requisite
for designing instrlictionar.programs

providema procedure for making systematic deci-
sions abbutItheicontent of programs .

provide a mean of analyzing program decislohs
fox' logical.consistency so that the effects of
initial decisions can be traced in the final'pro-
gram outline

provide a vehicle that fam iliarizesparticipants
with making, defending, and revising program de-
sign decisions in a group oethat each player --
whether student,oparent,or professional can
understand the rationale and procedures beh a,

certain program design .

The purposes of AnalVziru Basic Assumptions (Module'

Two) are toi

provide an organizing framework by which par-.
ticipants can examine then- personal feelings
about human beings, th-d-wOrld, and learning so
that decisions about the use of particular in-
structional prOgrap procedures can. be made,in
light of these feeZingsf s

.

provide a means by which participantg Can an-
.

alyze their,assumptiond about people and learn-
ing in relation to the assumptions of others

provide a vehicle thr h which articulated
basic assumptions Can b agreed'upon,to egtab-
lish a group value bas s on which programs can
-be designed, /

t

' ,e nable the most approprlat 'program procedures
to be selected on the basis:of consensual lists
of basic assumptions about learning,

2

, '51
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The purposes of Matching Programs sam (Module

T ree) 'are to I,

* provide significant characteristics of: various
types :of goals so' that goals can be categorized

\
provide a tool ,and ilidelines for sorti ng dis-
parate ,goal".statements into common types

, ,
provide a tool and guidelines for classifying
observable: Or ieadureable behaviors so that a
startiiag'PaititiMay be reached for ,matching pro-
grams with selected .goals

provide a means) for developing a complete pro-
gram "outline that lis consistent, with pre-stated
instructignal ,goals and objectives

The purpOses of hiitaalmAimizata4022=mgliatt

(Module Four) are' t,o s, ,

to

,

. .nrovide'instrumentS. So that participants Can
condixop. ivougii: cost analyses ;for ,propbsed ,pro-
,grareiM- i-n Aer,ms ox,- staff requirements, materials,
facilitiedand,.eVipment' , :

- ,-. '1 , ...

pio,oedure parOldipanta to rata in-
strUcitionall*ograftS,ftor ,feasibility by "tradIng=
otf" oe'tain %tspeOts of programs' for other, more
desirable ones s

provide examples of institutional resources that
can help make programs work, and constraints that
should be removed or jape unavoidable

provide a procedure 1?y whiCh participants can iden-
tify social resources and constraints that benefit,
'or ,impair the feasibility of -instructional pro-
grams

The- urposes of allatIns Curricula (Module Five) are

provide a means for organizing, participUnts
thoughts about curricula fOr possible inolu-

/ sion in rogram outlines

. prOvide a! procedure sv, that information about
e curricula can' be gathered and recorded in a

systematic manner,



enable participants to rate several alternative
curricula for appropriateness in their school--
setting

. provide a procedure so that curricula can by
rank-ordered according to 'preferences.and re-
quireMents: of outlined programs

The training unit, in total, attempts to accomplish these

purposes by providing participants knowledge, guidelines,
. .

and tools. in a series oeflexibly adrainist7red workshop.

settings that are guided,by'directions and suggestion con-

tained in the coordinator's handbOok.

This 'brief deScription of the materials should,be
4

supplemented by detailed examination of the training unit

itself in order.to help the reader envision the curricular

experience evaluated and reported on in this paper. Ideally,
4

anyone planning to use the training materials in a college
.

or school setting would firSt go through the experience as a

participant under someone else's direction and guidance.

However, it is clear from the field trails'e9mpleted that a

coordinator can do an excellent job just by using the coordi-

natoris handbook and answering questions by common sense as they

arise, during the training sessions

A
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EVALUATION METHOD-

. .

Descriptfon of the evaluation Plan. There were two

main data collecting actiAti.es built into the overall

evaluation plan. These were (1) direct observation of the

conduct of a sample of the field trials, and (2) Paper and'

pencil tests administered ap PREVIEW and EPILOGUE rostra.'
.

,
ry

ments.

Dirept Observation was

Ooblems of the too'rdinator;,

concerned with (1) noting the
4

nd participants in dealing with

the training Materials, (2) questions that were raised by

participants that indicated confusion or misunderstanding of

the directions or concepts in the materials, and 01 affective

reactions to .different portions of the scheduled activities

or fatigue reactions to the intensiveness of the training.

The purpose of the diiect observation was to collect foxma-
1

tive. kinds of infOrmation whibh have been. reported separately

the developers, and to aid in interpretatiOn of'the ob-

jective measures of learning outcomes collected by the paper

and Pencil tests.

Description of ,the data atherin instruments. The

- 4

PREVIEW And EPILOGUE instruments were designed and revised

by the ;evaluator. These instruments were designed to collect

Ap.s much- information as possible inldrestricted time ymtriod.'

It was important that the time scent on testing not be con-

sfaered as intrusive or unreasonable by the volunteer trainees.

I



instruments finally

minu 'tes 4r :completion, with

guiring closerZto 40 minutes

two additional questidhs.

developed required 25 to 40

the EPILOGU8 instrument re-

because of the inclusion of

The-gssessment situations in the evaluation instru-
.

ments were rel,aed'to general skills and abilities useful

to anyone working on thedesig:vof ihstructional programs.

That ts,'theest-situations could be used independently

ofroli-the .training materials to arrive at conclusions about

a group's. present ability to undertake some typical cUrric-
_

ulum committee tasks.

,

The.,thr important abilities assessed were:

t ability to select curriculum comparison
categories of importance

t.

. the ability tb specify appropriate class-
rdom nrocedures to accomplish a given-set
of behavioral objectives

. the ability to compute rough cost analyses
of a proposed-4pfbgram given a set of di:lb

tricf guidelines and cost figures

f

' , The ttaininguriit being evaluated was not the only

experilnc/e that might have ihAated these abilities in

participants. For inqance .straight lecture approach

4
, on these topics. might have produced eith greater or

$r?

lessertains in these abilities. The assessment situations

were designed to allow any increases in the group's ability

4
to deal with complex situatfonso,gmerge and bey shown- 7'

,-/
t

'; '
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In addition,fthe EPILOGUE instrument allowed for the

. collection of information on two curriculum speCific

questions that could only be answered by persons exposed

to the gpAific training materials being evaluated.

Both the PREVIEW and EPILOGUE. instruments contained

a section designed ttteobtain information aboUt.the more

subjective and affective reaction of participants to their

experience, and to their sense of being able to perForm

well in a curriculum committee'situation.

Appendix A contains complete copies of both the PREVIEW

and EPILOGUE' instruments and should, be examined in detail by

those interested in the specifics of thr assessment situations.

Some .feeling for the assessment situations is also contained

in a later sebtion of this report,;'Evaluation Results and

. Conclusions, where the specific items are discussed.

Description of the Final Field Test situations. The

Final Field Test series consisted of six trials conducted

from May through August, 1974. The first in the series, the

Hay trial, was a pilot test of the'pr9posed field test ver-

sion of the materials and of the evaluation instrumentation

and strategies.. Revisions we'e made in both the materials

and the evaluation instruments on the basis of the pilot

test in May.
4
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The remaining five trig s held during July and

August,' .provided the information base upon whibh evalua-

tion conclusions were 'reached. It is apparent, however,

from the items that remained unchanged in the evaluation

instruAnts that the pilot test situation in May would .

have fitted comfortably latfain this final series' if the

total test items had remained unchanged. That is, the

.six trials all reflect essentially the same kindsJ,of cog-
.

nitive and affective outcomes, although only the final

five Vials are reported on .here.

Summary of Final Field Teat.

May trial((pilot) N= 10 teachers and administrators from
Catholic school system

July trial . N= 26 college class for educational ad-
ministrators and persons planning
to be administrators

August trial (a) N= 8 special one credit college course
held during one week,

August trial (b) N= 7 -in- service school district retreat
for administrators

Atigust trial (c) N= 19 in-service school district workshop

August trial (d) N= 17 school district pre-Fall workshop

'The)total number of- participants in the five trials

that form the basis of this report was 77. Thts includes

two trials in college class situations and three in school

district use situations. This distribution reflects the

expected two "use markets" for the training unit.
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7 .--

N .Organization and conduct of a field trial, just as

any future use of the training materials, was structured

and guided by the coordinator's handbook that accompanies

the training unit. .,,Of the final field trials reported

here, three of the trials were led by the developers;' two

of the trials were conducted by others, unfamiliar with

the materials unt4 the actual field trial and using the

handbook as guide.

58
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EVALUATION RESULTS AND
CONCLUSIONS

10

This section of the evaluation report details the results

.obtained and.the conclusions arrived at point by point. Al-

though an effort has been made to make this.as clear as poss1-

ble for the readex some consultation with the evaluation in-
,

struments in Appendik A will aid understandi4g greatly. This

lengthy section of the report is divided into consideration of

cognitive outcomes and affective outcomes separately.

7

Cognitive outcomes. One of the assessment situations

Tres nted to the participants, both before and after train-
/

ing -was introduced in the following manner:

Sitqation

The,following areas or dimensions for comparisons
among curricula have been suggested by a sub-
committee. of the District Curriculum.Committee.
Now it is time for each 'thember of the-ComMittee to'
vote for those categories of comparisons'that are
absolutely essential if the Committee is to do a'
really "expert" job. On this and the nextrpage,
please vote by' checking thoqe categorie4 of com-
parisons that you'feel ought to be used .to compare
different proposed curricula.

examining those categories of comparisons most

frequently selected by group members, it is possible to

describe'the 'criteria the group believes are important.

,On the PREVIEW-, 87 per dent of the participants re-

ported themselveS,as having had advanced work or degrees
4-

in curriculum and instruction or other education special-

59
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ties. 'Therefore, these participants were not untrained

or unfamiliar.with curriculum analysis concepts prior to

working on asinilnstri.slPamE.

Result. Prior to' training on the unit, 90 -per cent

or more of the participants considered as "absolutely

essential" only two dimensions of curriculum comparisons.

These were:
1

. scope of the content covered

intended results of instruction

If a criterion of 75 per cent or,more were used instead,

than three additional dimensions would be added. These were

. organization of the content

. reading difficulty level of the materials

goalS and objectives stated for the materials

Together these five aspects of comparison among dif-

ferent curricula make a respectable but rather restricted

set to be considered in selecting a program for adoption in

a school district.

Many of the purposes. and objectives of the training

unit, in the opinion o'the evaluator, were aimed at in-

creasing the ability of participants to select curriculum

comparison categories of importance. If the training was

effective in this major area, then we would expect to see

a much more comprehensive set of dimensions endorsed after

exposure to ioa=.onaloDesiinInstrPr_grams.

60
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Such was the case. After training a greatly expanded

of d:,...?.nsions were selected by 75 per cent or more of

the participants. Besides the five dimensions already listed,

the group mow indicated that the following additional aspects

of the proposed programs ought to be compared:

. function of the teacher- implied in the materials

. role of the student implied in the materials
(passive /active)

teaching/learhing method implied or stated

. size of student groups inherent to the materials

special requirements for classroom' staffing

e necessity for any specialiZed equipment or
hardWare

physical arrangements for use inherent to the
materials

special subject matter competency required of
teachers using the materials

cost per student to purchase and maintain these
materials

kind of student evaluation built in (exams, no
exams, etc.)

. length of the_complete curriculum-in weeks or
semesters

educational philosophy implicit or stated
r)

A total of 17 comparison categories were felt to. be

important by the participants after training. Many readers,

studying in detail this extended list, might agree that a

curriculum committee that did, its work considering such things

as costs, evaluation, special staff requirements, and so

'forth would be more likely to do a better job.

t



Conclusion. A practically significant expansion of the

ability of the participants to select curriculum comparison

categories of importance was achieved. The group that prior
C

to training would have been content with comparisons on two

to five dimensions, was, afte training, indicating that up,

to 17 comparison dimensions were essential to doing an ex-

pert job.

Cognitive outcomes (continued). Andther cognitive

outcome of )importance, and centre.l to the main thrust of

the training materials, was assessed in a complex situation

to be found on pages 4 and 5 of the PREVIEW instrument\in

Appendix A. This assessment situation measures the pat-,

tieipants'ability to specify* approRriate classrooMfprdeedUtes,

given a particular,set of cognitive.and affeptive goals to

be accomplished.

The five behaviorally stated objectives to be accomp-

lished (for a Spanish prograi in Grades 7-8) were studied

by participants. They then were to indicate those olassroom

procedures and conditions which most logically should be

followed to accomplish these objectives.

Result. Prior to training when asked to outline a

preferred method to accomplish the set of dbjectives given,

50 per cent or more of the trainees selected the following:

. a laboratory/practical experience approach
to teaching

. the teacher to function as,a diagnostician/
prescriber and resource person



4

a

4-

. "the student .to function as a.mutual planner!,
pdrformer

% $.4

evaluation 'tip be a joint function of teacher
.3,and student

t

. materialsused to accomplish the objectives
would be programmed materials and teacher/
student prepared materials supplemented with
recorders '

in.tructiop would be held'in a single class-
room with thovable furniture

4

Thus, in effect,,the group outlined a logical and

appropriate set of classroom procedures or conditions to

,accomplish the given set of goads. This should not be

surprising because these wete all experienced and trained

educators used to making aecpions about such matters.

4

Before training, then i same people had expressed

''their greatest amount of confidence as a group (62 per

cent) that they had the abill,ty:to do just that: specify
,

appropriate classroom procedureS, given a partiCular set

of cognitive and ,affective goals. This ..(vavtrasts with

their 16 per on expression of 'confidence that they had

the ability to clearly define critical characteristics of

different types of learning goals, -their 26 per cent

confidence in their ability to compute rough cost analyses;

and their 142, per cent confidence that they could classify

curricular objectives using Bloom or KrathWohl. Only in
"

confidence (57 per cent) about being able to state personal

assumptions about man and learning did they,approach the

level associated with their ability to specify appropriate

classroom prOcedures.
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Given that they had confidence that they ooula

specify procedures and that they, did outline a credible

program (within the limitations of the test question),

what kind ogrowth, if any, would it be logioal to ex-

pect on the EPILOGUE presentation of this situation?

Because there are many acceptable and,appropriate

classroom procedures to accomplish any set of behavioral

outcomes, there are many "correct" solutions. Thus, dif-

ferent observors might validly be looking for shifts toward

their own favorite "correct" solution. What was found was

that some significant additions to the set of classroom

procedures were made and one major shift was introduced

after training.

WI

The additions were (1) broadening the teaching /learning

method to include an emphasis on memorization (it was 4 foreign

language program), and (2) widening the conception of the

teacher's function to include the role of information pur-

veyor and the student's function to include listening/

following.

These additions appear to be worthwhile and more

realistic to the evaluator.

The shift was from emphasis up6n programmed materials

and teacher /student prepared materials to standard texts/

workbooks and audio-visual materials to accomplish the set

of objectives.

64
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Conclusion. A more realistic and wider set of class-

room procedures and conditions were suggested by the ,eartic-

ipants after exposure to the.materials and experiences of

the training unit. Some significant improvement in the

ability of these experienced educators to specify appropri-

ate classroom procedures was found.

oasaltv_,ol.itc_olks (continued). The third main ability

assessed'in the area of cognitive outcomes was the ability

to compute rough cost analyses of'a proposed program. The

situation is summarized below:

Situation

It is difficult to talk about new instructional
programs without considering costs. In this meet-
ing of the Distl'ict Curriculum Committpe we want to
do a rough cost analysis for the newly proposed
Career Education Pxogram. The Superintendent has
indicated that 810,000 is available for this pro-
gram. We need ttell him how many classes of
students (averagKe Size* 32 students) could be served
by this program each semester. He has provided us
With the following budget information:.

(Budget allocations and cost figures
provided here. Also a Cost'Analysis.
Form to be completed.)

This situation* altho\gh petceive, by the examinee

as a calculation problem, is used to assess the ability of

the person to understand the process of allocation of the

money resources available. The\arithmetic involved for

someone who sees the underlying rationale of the cost an-
.

alysis form and allocation percentages provided is quite

simple. Minor arithmetic errors were not of concern if the

total set of answers given by the trainee seem to reflect

understanding of the allocations to be made.



17

Re, sult. PriOr to training on the unit, 27 per cent

were able to complete the cost analysis problem correctly

or partially,correct. This figure is interesting because,

as reported earlier in this paper, 26 per Cent felt

that they had the ability to compute rough cost p.nlytes

prior to training. This indicates an awareness on the

part of.these participants that mathematics is not one

of their stronger abilities.

_Much-of the work in Module Four, Assessing Resources

IstialatandCors, deals with the completion of. similar

cost analysis'forms and discussion of trade-offs to be

made when budget figitrilow. If the training was ef-

fective in this important area, it would most likely be

shown in an increase in the ability to see the logic behind

a budget forecast form rather than in any real increasein

ability to do simple multiplications and divisions. Of

course, such an increase must be inferred from the ability

of the participants to compute rough cost analyses that

baffled the large percentage of them "just prior to train-

ing.

The after training results support this idea. Upon

completion of training 61 per cent of the group were able to

correctly or partially correctly complete the cost analysis

form. There were also fewer strike overs, side calculations,

and minor errors on the EPILOGUE copy of the cost analysis""

form than there had bierr on the PREVIEW pages.
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Observation during administration of the'EPILOGUE

evaluation instruierit alsb supports the idea that far

fewer of the participants had real difficulties in com-

pletion of 011's task. On the PREVIEW many participanid

had failed to do the item at all even -after extended study

'of the problem and even some tentative caltulations.

Conclusion. Many more of the participantq under-
Y 3Y

stood the logic of a cost analysis form and were able to

compute rough cost analyses.after:training than before.

A practitally significant increase in the ability of

participantstO do such analyses of a proposed instruc-

,tional prograM was apparent.
.

Cognitive outcomes (concluded). Because practically

significant increases inabilities of participants in the

three major areas assessed were found, there is less inter-

est in examining the lower-level knowledge outcomes. These

outcome*, concerning vocabulary and curriculum specific

items, were assessed by the evaluator in cas Nno larger

and. ore important gains were made by tkie trainees.

Briefly, it was found that a majority (53 to 62

per cent) of the participants could demoristrate recall

of the critical characteristics of the four different

types of learning goals stressed by the developers

of the unit. And 22 per cent could give a T1111 orrpartial
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answer to the questions how does

sumptions about man and: learning

"good".instructional programs.

1
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analyzinging our bgs* as-

relate to designing

Both :of these items, were design to measnre, straight

recall of information presented in the training program.
. .

Corre'Aanwers had to reproduce the information available

in the materials. 'Since such recall was not stressed in

the materials or in tie instruction,, it was not expected I p.
, r

that most.articipants would be able to do very well in

these questions. In a real sense such feats of memoriza-

tion are not required of participants because the materials

are dasigned to provide various "tools" that the trainees

carry away with them for future use.

The results indicate that if tf aait developers do

want to accomplish knowledge/recall objectives (some-of

which are stated In the materld.1 they will have to

adopt a different and Perhaps more traaitional memorization

qnd study for examination type teaching strategy. This is

not compatible wivh the developers more over - tiding

jectives of achieving application type skills in the short

training period provided, end is iot recommended by the

evaluator. 4

G8

4
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Affective outcomes.. Subjective reactions and comments

about the training unit were collected in two ways: in

writing and orally. The written portion was included in the

EPILOGUE instrument and the oral portion was collected by the

eyaIuatOr while present at the training sessions.

The first written question asked was:

Would you recommend the training experience just
completed tb_others?

Participants were asked to mark: Yes, No, or Uncertain.

A space was allowed for amplifying comments under this ques-

stiom

a.

.

Summary of Results

WoUld you recommend- NO _0

the training exper-
ience just completed Yes 88 Per Cent

to others?
Uncertain 12

The second written question participants were asked

was:

Would you utilize these training materials
with a curriculum study of which you were
selected leader?

Again participsAts were asked to check: Yes, No, or

Uncertain, and a space was set aside for comments.

$
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Summary of Results

'Mould you utilize these No Ilincludes not
training materials with applicable)
a curriculum study of Yes 81 Per Cdnt
which you were selected
leader? Uncertain, 17

4

Although it is clear that the overwhelming response

of participants is positive, both the amplifying written

comments and the oral comments collected by the evalua-

tor were considered also in reaching a conclusion.

Some of the negative comments used to explain an

uncertain rating are quoted or paraphrased below:

. Time frame maybe unrealistic

. Seemed rushed -- noisy --

. I am concerned with unclear terminology, direol-
tions, .and hasseling with the mechanics of
using the materials

. I believe that I need more training

Positive reactions volunteered. by the participants

included:

. It gives a definite starting place in
curriculum development

. These todules lend themselves to systema-
tic teaching of teachers...the process is
very relaxed; friendly

. I would like to set up a college credit
in-service program where participants would
use the modules and then apply them to an
actual curricular problem

70
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Direct observation and discussion with participants

by the evaluator both formally and informally support

both the enthusiasm of the participants for the experience

and their statements of intent to use the materials if the

actual opportunity arises. It was clear that the vast

majority of those in the Final Field Trials were highly

satisfied with the experience. The only recurring complaint

was about the intensiveness of the experience and the need

for more time to fully comprehend what had been presented.

Many recommended various ways to expand the total time de-

voted to. the.training unit in future uses.

Conclusion. In the area of affective response to the

training experience, participants were demonstrably post -

-tine and enthusiastic about the unit, and they were partic-

ularly desirous of increased-time for the training ex-

perience. The training materials were successful in arousi g

interest and appreciation of the concepts presented.

71
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

The Final Field Trial of the pesiEmIrz...puctlarati.

Programs unit was conducted during the Spring and SuMmer

of 1974. The evaluation results indicate participants felt

poitively about the training experience and hat they

made practically significant increases in t eir abilities

to:

(1) identify significant curricula compar-
ison categories;

(2) specify appropriate classroam procedures,
given a particular .set of cognitive and
affective goals;

(3) calculate rough cost analyses of proposed
instructional programs; and

(4)utilize the specific vocabulary and con-
cepts of curriculum design employed by the
unit developers.

The body of this report has presented the evidence

to support these statements and provided more comprehen-.

. aye specification of each of these conclusions.

ja2c1.aimRecomi. This unit should be made available

in a distribution version for use in college and school

'district settings where teachers and other school person?.

nel are in training for curriculum design responsibilities.

It is an effective unit for accomplishing the behavioral

outcomes specified above.

72
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APPENDIX A

The EPILOGUE instrument contains both pre and.post
testing results. On items that are unique to thee PREVIEW
or EPILOGUE instrument the results are reported in the
appropriate space on each instrument, respectively.



'Your Name

Results reported in
percentages of the
total trial group

PREVIEW N = 77 .

There are many important skills and abilities that will be needed by
anyo- working on the design of instructional programs. This training unit is
about to expose you to a few of than in an ordered and interesting way.
Before beginning that presentation however, it is necessary to collect some
information from you and to introduce you to the materials by a series of
situations related to the training Unit objectives. Please do the best you
can on these tasks now. You may begin as soon as you are ready.

Which of the following groupings most closely describes your background?
(Please select one that is closest to being accurate.)

teacher training 12%

advanced degree in curriculum
(14,A or Doctorate) 191

some advanceavork in
curriculum and instruction 38 %

advanced work or degree but not
in curriculum and instruction 30 j6f

1 N = not applicable (Supt's secretary took course)

If you were now requested to serve upon a Curriculum Committee, without
further how confident would you be about your ability to undertake
such an assignment?

very confident 281 somewhat confident 644 not confident 81

Place a check (v') on the line provided below opposite each ability or skill
that you feel you already, have.

I have the ability to:

clearly state my personal basic assumptions about man and learning

clearly define the critical characteristics of different types of
learning goals

compute rough cost analyses of instructional programs

classify curricular . ljectives accordingato a system such as Bloom's
cognitive taxonomy or Krathwohl's affective taxonomy

specify appropriate classrooms procedures gi'.'en a particular set of
cognitive and affective goals

*.* * *

See
EPILOGUE
for. all.
other
results
fro -

PRZVIal
for
ease of
comparison



SITUATION

The following areits or dimensions for comparisons among curricula have
been suggested by a sub-cummittee of the, District Curriculum Committee, Mow
it is time for cacti member of, the Committee to vote for those categories of

comparisons that arc absolutely essential if the Committee is to do a really
"expert" job. On this and the next page, please vote by checking (V) those
categories of comparisons thatsyou feel ought to be used to compare different,
proposed curricula.'

Categories-Of comparisons

number of pages of student self-instructional materials

scope of the content covered
4

quality of the illustrations and graphics

intended results of instruction

function of the teacher implied in the materials

social, ethnic or. sexual bias,in the materials

organization of the content_

reading difficulty level of the materiali

role of the student implied in the materials (passive/active)

availability of teacher manuals 1

teaching/learning method implied or stated

size of student groups inherent to the materials

presence of additional reading and study lists

special requirements for classroom staffing

grouping of students required by materials (age, ability, etc.)

quality of the writing in the curriculum

necessity for any 'specialized equipment or hardware

Special subject matter competency required of teachers using the materials

4
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*physical arrangements for use inherent to the materials

cost per student to purchase and maintain these materials

kind of student evaluation built in (exams, nb exams, etc.)

reusability of the 'materials

k

comparisort of "'."students built in (norms, class compariSons, etc.)

/-
availability,of answer manual for any problems or tests

1

informatio5 on how materials worked in classroom trials°

quality and durability;of the materials

convenience oft the materials for student handling/storage

goals and objectives stated for the materials

consultant assistance provided in the "package",

length of the complete curriculum in weeks or semesters

educational philosophy in dcit or stated

=availability of tests for materials

Any comment :

3
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SITUATION

A sub-committee of the District Curriculum Committee has submitted the
following set of objectives for a new Spanish program for Grades 7-8.

Spanish Program, Grades 7-8

All of the following objectives should be achieved by our students by the end
-'of the eighth grade: 0

1. The student should be able to translate correctly any written or oral
material described in the Eighth Grade Course of Study for Spanish.

-'When speaking Spanish to others in the class, students should be
). using correctfpronunciation, andOntonation.

'Students should be able to demonstrate comprehension of written
passages read by the teacher by correctly answering questions (oral
and written) dealing with the content read.

P

4. Each student should e mastered a basic vocabulary of approximately
100C words of Spanish and be able to define a random sample of those
words in. Spanish.

5. Studelits should be able to read'a simple story in Spanish and
converseabout it comfortably in cnanish while demonstrating
appreciative understanding of the ....ory read.

* * * *
,

,

Given the achievements and behaviors representeemost heavily in this
set of objectives, please indicate by checking on the opposite page those
cla whichssroom procedures and conditions whi most logically should be followed
by teachers in the school, district.

First select the most lo.ical choice(s) of teaching/learning method and
then proceed to indicate your other choices within the other categories
listed.

Take time to carefully study the set of objectives given before marking
your choice of teaching/learning methoTs7 ('
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PARTIAL LISTING OP OPTIONS /OIOICES FOR SPANISH INSTRUCTION

Teaching/Learning Methods

lecture/demonstration programmed instruction memorization

laboratory/practical experience discussion/seminar

research/synthesis discovery/inquiry

Teacher Function

information purveyor diagnostician/prescriber contractor

resource person fellow learner no teacher function

Student Function

listener/follower fellow learner self-instructor

mutuar planner /performer primary planner/performer

Materials

standard texts/workbooks telected readings no materials

programmed materials educational games A-1/ materials.

teacher /student prepared materials specialized materials

Physical Setting,

single classroom with fixed furniture single classroom, movable
furniture

open space 'classroom with moveable furniture and 'walls

library study carrels other in-school location

out of school/industry location

Equipment (not materials)

small hardware (TV, talking typewriter, projector, recorder)

large hardware (responder systems with computer tie-in, machines)

specialized equipMent4 (art, science, cookingretc.)

no equipment needs

Evaluation
6

'teacher evaluation of students

both teacher/student evaluate

mastery level- evaluation

student self-evaluation

evaluation by standard tests
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SITUATION

It is difficult to,talk about new instructional programs without

considering costs. In this meeting of the District Curriculum Committee we

-,want to do a rough cost .analysis for the newly proposed Career Education

Program. The Superintendent has indicated that $10,000 is available for this

program.....,We need to toll him how many classes of students (average size,

32students).could be served by this program each semester. He has provided

us with the folloudng budget information which is used in this District fof

calculating the annual budget estimates:

_Cost Figures for,Our School. District

65% of any budget allocation goes into direct instructional costs

*(teachers, textbooks, professional support, clerical help)

35% of any budget goes to our fixed costs or overhead budget

(i.e. non-instructional costs)

Of an Instructional Budget Figui:e:

80% goes'to tether salaries

lb% goes to professional support salaries

5% goes to instructional materials (texts, etc.)

5% goes to other (clerical/secretarial, etc.)

The curriculum materials for the proposed Career Education Program cost

$10.00 per set.

The average teacher salary is $10,080 for 36 weeks of instruction.

The average professional support personnel salary is $7,920 for 36 weeks

of instruction.

Clerical/secretarial help averages $600 per month on a 12-month year.

o.
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The Cost Analysis Furm (Our Disttict Fonn 378) must be subMitted with our
answer to the two questions at the bpttom of the Form. Please_do whatever
calculations (in round numbers) that are necessary to arrive at the.answers
requested by the Superintendent.

COST ANALYSIS FORM (#378) .

1. Tentative Total Allocation $

(Obtain from Superintendent's Office)

**Proposed:Instructional Budget

Teacher Salaries

Professional Support 8a1aries

Materials

Other Expenses

*.*Proposed Non-instructional Budget Overhead Costs $

(Note: In order to secure final approval of this Budget the person
submitting (or committee) must answer the following two questions:

1. If this Budget is approved, how.many sets of new curricular
materials will be purchased? sets

2. If this Budget is approved, how many weeks.of teacher
instructional time will be charged to this budget?

lo

weeks.

Summary

How many classes-of students could be served by this program each semester
(normal teacher load, 5 classes and 1 prep)?

classes for semester(s)

@ a total cost of $



All results are reportM in percentages of the toteAl trial group. PREVIEW
results Ore reported first, followed by EPILOGUE results.

your NZIIIIC

EPILOGUE -IT = 77

Place' a. cheek S( Ni ) on the line provided below opposite each ability
or skill that you.feel' you now have.

I have the ability to:

PN
POST

. clearly state my personal, basic assuarptions about man and learning

16 64 clearly define the critical characteristics of different types of
'---learning goalS .

26 ' 71 compute rough cost analyses of instructional programs
. -.,

i .

42 68 classify curricular objectives accotding to a syitem such as
Bloom's cognitive taxonomy or Krathwohl's affective taxonomy %

62 k, 77 specify appropriate classroom procedures given a particular
get of cognitive and affective goals.

4

Would you recommend the training experience just completed to others?

885 yes

Omment:

no 121 uncertain

Comments renorted in body of report

Would you utilize these raining materials with a curriculum stud$ 't

of which you were 'selected leader?

81% yes al no
(1 not amilicable included

Continent: here')

launcertain

Comments reported in body of report

`81

f
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Mat changes, if any, would you recommend be made in the training
unit?

Fo"rnative evaluation information reported orally to

-tile developers and incorporated in tirial changes made.

4 r,
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SITUATION

The following areas or dimensions for comparisons among curricula have

been suggested by a sub-committee of the District Curriculum Committee. Now

-it is time for each member of the Committee to vote for those-categories of

comparisons that are absolutely essential if the Committee is to do a really

"expert" job. On this and the next page, please vote,by checking (,) those

categories of comparisons that you feel ought to beilsed to compare different

proposed curricula.

SMECTED CATEGORIES OF COMPARISONS

PRE
Categc-'^7 of comparisons POST

number of pages of student self-instructional materials 21

92

29

99

function of the teacher implied in the materials 90

*8 social, ethnic or sexual bias in the materials 62
r

-83 organization of the,content 81

87 feading'difficulty level of the materials

90 . scope of the content covered

1i2 quality of the illustrations and graphics

k. 95 intended results of instruction

75

t,F3, role of the student implied in the materials (passive/active) 86

25% a-Oallability of teacher manuals. _

tlk

53 "teachinelearning method implied or stated

43 size cf,student grOups inherent to the materials

34 presence of additional readirig and study lists

52 special requirements for classroom staffing
r-

55 . grouping of students required by materials (age, ability, etc.) 66

38

84

79

48

87

47 quality of the writing in the curriculum 44

57 Ocessity for any speCialized equipment or hardware 88

special subject matter competency required of teachers using the mataials

-4

63
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32 physical arrangements for use inherent to the materials

64 cost per student to purchase and maintain these materials

83 kind of student evaluation built in (exams, no exams, etc,)

49_ reusability of the materials

30 comparisons of students built in (norms, clasi comparisons, etc.)

availability of answer manual for any problems or tests

6o information on how materials worked in classroom trials

quality and durability of the materials

40 convenience of the materials for student handling/storage

88 goals and objectives stated for the materials

43 consultant assistance provided in the "package"

38 length of the complete curriculum in weeks or semesters

68 educational philosophy implicit or stated

post

73

96

90

74

57

34

64

64P

42

1/30

56

78

86

55 availa! Int/of-tests for materials 61

Any comment:

Significant zonments renorted in body of the renort

84
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SITUATION

A sub-committee of the District Curriculum Committee has submitted the

following set of objectives for a new Spanish program for Grades 7-8.

Spanish Frogram, Grades 7-8

All of the following objectives should be achieved by our students by the end

of the eighth grade:

1. The student should be able to translate correctly any written or oral
material described in the Eighth Grade Course of Study for Spanish.

2. When speaking Spanish to others in the class, students should be

-using. correct pronunciation and intonation.

3. Students should be able to demonstrate comprehension of written
passages read by the teacher by correctly answering questions (oral

andLwritten) dealing with the content read.

4. ,Each studnt should have mastered a basic vocabulary of approximately

1000 words. of Spanish and be able to define a random sample of those

words in Spanish.

5. Students should be able to.read a simple story in Spanish and

\converse about it comfortably in Spanish while demonstrating
appreciative understanding of the story read.

Given the achievements and behaviors represented most heavily in this

set of objectives, pleases indicate by checking on the opfosite page those

classroom procedures anj conditions which most logically should be followed

by teachers in the schok1 district. -

First select the most logical choice(s) of teaching/learning method and .

then proceed to indicate-Tour gther choices within the other categories _

listed.

Take time to carefully study the set of objectives given before marking

your choice of teaching/learning methodsT
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PART IN., _LIM:LNG-OF TPT-IONS/GIOICES FOR SPANISH INSTRUCTION

PREVIEW/EPILOGUE results in percentages
Teach ing/i.earhing t.lethods

.

lecture/demonstration 30/39 programied instruction31438 memorization _32,/51

laboratory/practical experiehce81/86 discussion /seminar 31/31

research/synthesis 4/0 discovery/inquiry 1919'

Teacher Function

information purveyor39/62 diagnostician/prescriber7J /66 contractor 19/9

resource person 61/55 fellow learner 9/4 no teacher fumed. -ran 0/0

Student Function

listener/follower 44/71 fellow learner 29/9 self-instruCtor 34/16

mutual planner/performer 68/56 primary Planner/performer 8/1

Materials

standard texts/workbooks 42/65 selected readings 34/36 no materials 0/0 , 7

programmed materials 55M5educational games 29/25A-V materials 4_2/52

teacher/student prepared materils55/30 specialized materials 3330

Physical Setting

single classroom wa.th fixed furniture 41.19 single classroom, movable
furniture 57/79

open space ,classroom with moveable furniture and walls '40/19

library 25/17study carrels 43/4/pother in-school location 921

out of school/industry location 10/0

Equipment (not materials)

small hardware (TV, talking typewriter, projector, recorder) 79/81

large hardware (responder s)-,tems with computer tie-in, machines) 27/17

specialized equipment (art, science, cooking, etc. )*12/6

no ecluipment needs 8/8

Evaluation

teacher evaluation of s tudents 29/42 Student self-evaluation 25/18

both teacher/student evaluate 82/65 evaluation by standard tests 25217_

mast ry level evaluation 4
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SITUATION

It is difficult to talk aboutRew instvuctional programs without

considering costs. In this meeting of the District Curriculum Committee we

want to do arough cost analysis for the newly proposed Career Education

Program. The Superinte ont has indicated that $10,000 is available for this

program. We need to tel him how many classes of students (average size,

32 stud:nts) could be ser, cd, by this program each semester. He has provided

us with the following budget information which is used in this District for

calculating the annual budget estimates:

Cost Figures for Our School District

65% of any budget allocation goes into direct instructional costs

(teachers, textbooks, professional support, clerical help)

35% Acif..any budget goes to our fixed costs or overhead budget ,

. (i.e. non-instructional costs)

-- ---- 1

Of an Instructional Budget Figure:
,

80% goes to teacher salaries

10% goes to professional support salaries

5% goes to instrucaonal materials (texts, etc.)

5% goes to other (clerical/secretarial, etc.)

The ct iculima materials for the proposed

per set._

The average teacher salary is $10,030 for

Career Education'Program cost

36 weeks of instruction.

The average iirofessional support "personnel salary is $7,920 for 3,6 weeks

of instruction.

Clerical/secretarial help averages $600 per month on a 12-month year.
4

4
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The Cost Analysis Form (Our District Form 378) must be submitted with our
answer to tur---.wo questions at the bottom of the Form. Please do whatever
calculations (in round numbers) that arc necessary to arrive at the answers
requested by the Superintendent.

COST ANALYSIS FORM (#378)

1. Tentative Total Allocation
(Obtain from Superintendent's Office)

**Proposed Instructional Budget

Teacher Salaries $

Professional Support Salaries $

....__Materials , $,.
Other'ExpenSes ,.. $

**Proposed Non-instructional Budget Overhead $

. (Note: In order to secure final approval of this Budget the person
submitting (or committee) must answer the following two, questions:

1. If this Budget is approved, how many sets of new curricular
materials will be purchased? sets

2. If this Budget is approved, how many weeks of teacher
instructional time will be charged to this budget? weeks

Correct or partially correct (indicating understanding
of concerts involved)

PREVIEW 27 %

EPILOGUE 61

Incorrect or left blank .(indicating lack of understanding)
wry PREVIEW 61 % EPILOME 39,5g

Now nr, classes of students could be.served by this Program each semester

(T.Lmiai teacher load, S classes and 1 prep)?

classes for semester(s)

@ a total cost of $
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Def.ne 1)( loh the critical characteristics of the four different types

of learning goals stressed by the developers of this unit.

1,

Type Definition

36 ePre-Stated Goals acceptable

531

2.
Pre- ,Stated Goald Indicators 29 %

53%

3.
Pre-Stated Curricular Obj.ectives 37%

4. Pre - Stated Instructional Objectives 32 %

61

According to the developers, how does analyzing our basic assumptions

about man and learning relate to designing "goad" instructional programs?

Some 22 could give a full or partial answer to this

question which is hardly emphasized in Hodule on Analyzing

Basic AssiAnntigns. Others could give reasonable answers to

question but riot in terms of thc.; developers.

89 ft
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Designing Instructional Programs

an'Evaluation
by

T. Bentley Edwards

Richard W. Watkins and Gregory Otto asked me to assist in the evaluaon

v.;.' the unit Designing Instructional Programs. To do so, I attended a five-

session course, Educational. Administration 870 Yl given*in Room 234,

Educational Building of the California State University of San Francisco,

_August 5 9, 1974.

Eight students attended, three =men and five-men. Two were man and

wife and were from Kew York, he an elementary principal, and she an

elementary teacher. The other two women are employed as elementary

teachers in a Los Angeles subdrb. One man, employed by a nearby district

has been responsible for coordinating work on instructional objectives'

for his district. Another teaches automobile !mechanics in a community

college. The other two are, practicing school men, with solid experience

behind them. All the members of the class are mature educators, bolding,

enlightened opinions about educational issues, and, for the most part,
A

able to articulate the reapons for their beliefs. Furthermore, all were

skilled group participants. With these students, the materials were highly

successful. That is to say, they generated the course content, stimulated

clarifying discussions, and seemed to include sufficient novelty for this

group of students, without, causing the frustrations that derive from not

only carelessly prepared materials with their puzzling inconsistencies,

but also from materials that are too ambitious ani include'more concepts

and generalizations than the students can keep in mind.as they review

their former experiences. To quote one, of the men, "I can now adapt a

fresh point or view in working with my school \oari on curriculum, a

.revisions."



,Designing Programs

There are five modules, each contained in a separate pamphlet. Each

module is intended for one of the three hour sessions. Members of the

class worked away steadily. Some slorriesp at the start, resulting from

extensive discussion, was balanced by faster work during the later sessions

When the participants made fewer comments.

At the first session three teams of three played the game, "Chalk Talk."

In it, a team chooses a school subject at a particular level and selects a

series of appiopriate teaching strategies, and desirable settings. Each .

choice is open to challenge by members of other teams, and success in

meeting these challenges determines the score: Complicating side issues

are introduced that add to the interest. The game was completed in about
4

three hours and all participantS found the dame interesting. The single

choice from several alterna'ives required at eachstepsTemoted discussion

but reduced the, correspondence With an actual curricului committeeAeeting.

However, logic and consistency were used as-criteria as often as the

personal experience and educational understanding of the players, so that

discussion of amiliar school questionS-WaS-inOi.eaharply kodussed that the

stIVp talk often heard when groupi of teachers congregate. Appeal to an

,excellent,"Glossary," prei.erved amity on several occasions.

A second dule, previewed betweeh-Sessions as ; "homework ", directed

teams of thre or more to state their assumpUons about human nature,

a view of the world, social order and human learning. The materials

pled them to perform this difficult task remarkably, well. Teams were then

asked to check the consistency of stStements concerning-the assumptions

implidit in ,a parable. With the teams' assumptiOns explicit,;,

opportunity was now provided to review the Choices made during the game

"Chalk Talk."



DeSigning Programs

The third module provided a useful categorization of goals going from

the general to.the specific. The discussion demonstrated sensitivity to

the inverse relationship between freedom and specificity, and plumped,

wisely in au estimation, for flcurricula4 objectives," rather than for the

more spedifiable "instructional objectives."

At this point, the "Curriculum Analyser," was introduced, causing the

direction of the class to veer sharply from a reasonably tight consideration

'of hun'an variation to a precise, bdf restricted viewpoint. Instead of the

excitement exnerienced from refining a program containing elements, at

least, of his own thinking, the.participant was asked to use tools, admittedly

excellent, to examine.a program prepared exclusively-by sollabone else.

In a sense, the excellent work of stating assumptions was now thrown aside.

Use of the Analyser was not emphasized by the coordinator. When he asked

for reactions at the beginning of the fourth session there was no immediate,

response, although later one of the class members said it reminded him

of working through a report to the federal government on a Title I project.

..The fourth pamphlet, of 1t6 pages, led us capably through an assessment

ofprrieulum constraints. All participants found this instructive as

wel..1 as highly interesting. Reinforcement through the programed,

instruction was most appropriate.to the nn tire of the content.

Pamnhlet five each did by himself. It tries valiantly to salvage the

work on selection of goals and statements of assumptions. Again, it is

= less exciting to use the toois,of assessment on foreign materials, than

on materials which one has shared in producing a: d w ioh therefore reflect,

at least partially, one's own biases and assumptions.
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Designing Programs - 4 -

''Pith these materials, the stu ents participating were able to sharpen

and increase their curricular under tanding to a remarkable extent. In

the chort space of a single week, I sh ld estimate that they mastered

the content of more than a single college rse, and this in an

almost painless fasIlion. We have here an excellent base for a fresh start

in burriculu instruction, a base organized and planned for additional

eenstruction.

Because the unit is intended to be "teacher- proof," the instructor

(called a coordinator.) purposely remains aloof. This particular instructor,

perhaps for a variety of retson6, achieved this goal only partially, and:

we Are allowed glimpses of a friendly, delightful human being, as well

as of an informdd and profound thinker about educational affairs.

ti



Attachment 4

Review by Dr. James Olivero,

In the attached review, Dr. Olivero refers to questions (or criteria) posed
by the Program staff. These questions are included on the next two pages.

There are occasional references to specific pages in the copy reviewed by
Dr. Olivero, on discussion that is more relevant to possible revisions* than to
assessment of the unit as a whole. These have been left in the report, rather
than _risk possible distortion of the report through editorial revision.
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FAR WEST LABORATORY FOR EDUCATIONAL
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
1855 FOLSOM ST., SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103

Questions Posed for External Reviewers
.

In your review and report, I would encourage you to respofid to
the kinds of questions you might ordinarily ask in review of
training materials being considered for use by you in your
school setting, or in'a training session you might be conducting
for others. In other words, I am seeking your judgments about
the unit, made in a way that you think is most realistic and ,

meaningful to you as a user based on your own past experience
with similar kinds of materials. I will, however, list below "w
the questions we would like you to-respond to. Needless to say,
I would be very discouraged if youy questions and ours-were not
quite similar and bout equally comprehensive; but if they Men't,

, please feel free to deal with your quqtions. My questions follow:

1. Do the goals and objectives as stated in the unit, or
asinferred by you from the content, address an important need
for school staff, which if met would result in improving the

' effectiveness with which school staff perform in their jobs?

.2. Recognizing that there will be some relatively minor
revisions made before the unit is released, does the unit in
its present form and content seem to be well directed to the
stated goals and objectives?

3. -The following questionF are more specific with respect
to the content of each of the five modules. While they might
be answered "yes" or "no," I hope you might amplify on your
answers

Module 1: Does'the pr cess of program design to Which par-
ticipants are introduced in is module appear to be aproOriate
to the 'design task, and if ,app.opriate, does it seem clat 'ehensive
enough? Will the use of the oar as the vehicle For introducrAg
participants to the process be seen by them. to be relevant to the
task of designing instructional programs?

P

,Module'2: Is the process of analyzing' assumptions important
enougFTIT the solution of problems of designing and implementing
instructional prOgrams,'that this module should be retained, if i,:!
limitations require, limination of some of the content of the unit?
Do the simulated devices. used in this module assist in the achieve-

, 'meht of the objectives for the module?

1
TELEPHONE (415) 565-3000

SvMackIne6VAPILINVKMFImawm",



Module 3: Does the use of Bloom and Krath....ohl's Taxonomy
appear to be useful as a way of classifying goals and objectives,
and does the process of relating goals and objectives to instruc-
tional program characteristics seem likely to improve the capability
of designing or choosing an instruction al program? Does the method
of presentation seem effective?

Module 4:. Do thdldeVices presented for analy2ing resources'
and constraints appear likely to be useful to school staff in pur-
suing such an analysis? Do 'the 'simulations used to assist-staff
in using the devices seem good?- --

Module 5: Is the Curriculum Analyzer a tool thaeschool staff
will find useful in their work of designing or choosing instructional

1-7 programs? If so, what are some possfble,uses for it? IS the `content
of Module 5 adequate for learningliow tq use the Analyzer, and for
identifying needs for its use?

Glossary: Are the definitions presented in the qtssary
and consistent with accepted knowledgeable use of the, terms? Recog-
niiing that in sole.cases coeilonly used terms have to be defined in
specific ways for a given training situation, even though they have a
variety of definitions in daily usage, are there definitionq,,in4he
Glossary'thatyou believe could be quite incoryect if used in other
situations? ,/

Is there additional information or materials nat you be-
lieve WoUld simplify or improve ,he work that the unit Coordinator
would have to do? Are there situations or kinds tif Coordinators
where you might phdict the unit would pot work, and if so, can you
describe the limits on use,? (We know that the unit can be used
effectively by. non-Laboratory Coordinators, because it has been'done.
What we don't know, ,and have neither time no'r money to determine, are'
the likits on effective use of the unit.)

.. If the unit were to be used, but the staff Would not
°devote the full' fifteen hours judgeds,sto be necessary, what would
be ,your recomendations for.sections to/be eliMinated, stated-ap- "N*0
proxfmately in priority order? (What ,.could be eliminated,first,
_what second, and so on.)

6.,'Do you believe that this unit would be used in school
staff training,, if it were availajle at a cost of $12-18 per'
participant; plus a charge) ' $20.00 For Coordinator's P.ateci,Als?

'f
'i

,
i, ....1.

7. .If a school district sought your recomend4On.as a paid
consultant for a'staff training prograul, and yq,'wei2esirtisried that
staff was clear on vhat they ilanted to acctiopMh_ in a newlwegrami---,

cedures.and materials might y u consider as alternatives to this one?)F3

would 'you reca,dmend t4, use or this unit? WhaMAllartiCining pro-

How would you rank this unit relative to ;ese,other, materials?

.,
.-

. o6
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'.DESiGNING INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRA

Prepared for Ridhard Watkins
Educational Management Programs

`Fall,' 1974

Prepare by James L,
Nue Learning Cen r -

Hi144borough,'California:,4

This program rdview.has beep,prepared uspig.khe,criteria dew
termined bp Educational Management 'Program DirectOr. RichaPd

Watkins. Other criteria.gged 1.?1, theieVidwer inclUaed those of
relevancy, fea*sibility and utility (operational definitions of

--'these terms-will be supplied later in the report). A "miscella-

neous ".section "is included in the report covering other thoughts

/which occurred to the reac* butwhich did dot match up with the

'other criteria.

The "Designing Instructional PrOgrams"ppublication, "Curri-.,
6

culum Analyzer," was used to summarize and condense certain

features of the curriculum; and the prodedure outlined on page IX t%

of the publication was followed to arrive at thd rating scores. `

Each of the training bobklets was returned with the re-
\

viewer's comments. The booklets also contained-various Comments.,

The first section of the.report addresses the questions raised

by the representative from the Far West Laboratory; the second

section, in add ion to-thoge above, addresses:crktexiia prepared

,
, .

. .

4 r'

'by the reviewer; and the third section contain other comments
I .

41 s
, which seemed pertinent. ,

- 1 -
.

.. .
.

a
1.

A.
*
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1
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/
-1Thedreview -of , the "Designing Instructional .r.rogra'm" mate -.,.

N... '
. . /'.. . . ...,.

*ft
"rivals, included an anaXygis of:f,ive module packets; a glossary of"- i

.."\V A . .N.
il ) : 1,. ...4'

.
te-rras book-leitfand-i-a documAnt entitled. "Curriculum Analyzer. il ,

r:c , /.'.,,
,

$

, : .
'.II 4; . . /I ' * o ,

The, associated .training materials, 'i.e., "Deteralning In,
. .2.

;- . *r .
o.* - .. a .

steuctli5nal Poses" and ."Evaluaton for Prograril Igtprovement."T . . ., .i' . ,
)

:11/4-11co

a.

6. 4''were na4, .vmsldered vhen the 'Designing Instructional Programs".. ,. ,
; 4 ., . a;-.. ..modules werereviewed. The reviewer is bia'sed,. positively, toward. -

.
. , ,the use` of training' materials to 4ssist with the mang, problems,,

4f e

faced :
,,bx eduCators. _Most eduCator8, need new attitudes, skill's ,-

% % l I.
....._

knowledge. These biases understandably influenced the alysi\s.A.

4

.

MODULE I AND GLOSSARY
.

'

Pt

r

The 'Goals and' objectives of the first module are 'stated
clearly, and the gamevappears to be a useful tool. tto accomplish '-, .

the desired ends. Vhile I have not played the game, 41 havt talked .

) 0 _ ;
k.witti people who have, and ;hey have avreed that the tool .is ade--..

. .. ..,. . - i.. .quate; Clearly-, the many optionoorncAioned in the clamp, as the
teams progress up the ladder, should, 'be benefLlia) --...3 the u,sers.,

-

Because of tie limited choices, however, t e teams may not con -
.

sider .all of the possible options.
Theme illustrates nicely.how the complex parts fit into a\

-2-
J;

;

0

S.

T.



The! "Ling" of the ladder thouglit'was missinZ3 from the'
Options had 'to: o with in"-serv..iveeducatia for those expeCted to

A

I

0
, d

.e, N..

, . .,
5.-

, -7,whole. 'E'vqm it) the mini - version of program designing, the user. il, ": . -.. .- ., . .

should be a%le' to' see how the decisions on one ramtg..of the 1 adder #.b. ,Y ,.. ..1. have a ber'S.ng on, rbsequent oper.ations . The game, cloi'ald be very 1:
, % i . .

. .

helpful i nt giving 'the
partic"ipants a. common frame of refT r, e n cv to. . .."\ .

,c.. , .
( 41.3'etat `Che..r d L.fl'cult\task-: ' ,

!=';
A ) 400

* . 'A.* * ,; ... v.
'.4

,
,.. '

To some individuals, the game will probably appear to be ir-
..relev,afit to the task- o.f designiril instru&tiOna.l.progrtms for wo

.
,. .

. 4
realsons.: (1) Because it 'is sa game (a part of the descript On ,' . . . I 4 -1 e.indicates the sitnuration .

is less than "real 1,ife, " page'17); and-
° - . . , _ a, . .$*

- (2)' .because ehe .directions ao Ino,t communicate whet is really sup- ,,.
,./ . 0 / 3

I ' ...
posed to happen in the game (at least, they' do not communica'te'.

.) . ' ., s.a .
b,0 ,this to me) .' for tli.s.s latter reason, it *appears that a traine0

. .. . ,
. e

0 ./consultant.'woul need -to Accompany the package. If the game is
u.. if - 4. -1expected to stand by itself,. some adli tir;oo.2. developmental work '

is Nnec'essary.
i'''

OThe only real sp'ntr_--n''l .-ia::"1.,:.:.1.!--)o,..rt the gairie is that which sl.. OW .. . . .:.' .

`have for all prograM designing. Essentially, that concern. evolves'
04 *'-' \ .,:e' , , - - . 1

3

around the tendency to focus pp solutions to .px,oblems "bf the 'past. .:'.:
-GI

. a . . . ..
That is,. am 'very concerned that we, Might be developing an ex-.

. 'tremely i _portant and Powerful device which will assist people to
r do well what they should note doing anyway. Perhaps the aseump.-

t ions module helps to cut b'tic3s. the danger .op thi-s

At A

I

,
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1. :1/4 :4

I N .. '4

9 , t
a . Si,, i Z

:.44( R ' .*,
t . '.4

I
h ,. .

. t
....

implement the pros ram: -Perhaps-this
I

w 43-':'tartan' f,or giantge. :Itlbe-% ;'
.,..-

.0 . , -,
.- . . ,.

.
. . .

li.eVel, however; that we have I.earned enough abqutf'nem curricula, ".

,
they

., t
S

.,... 5.. ..--
*AI td kno0 they pannot,be paed without teachers ail3 administratorsu

, t -, . . ,n Y I.
* P ,f. .

learning new skitis, attitudes. ahc1 kndwredge.,,
.... ..,

. . ..
. ;84" el

'As a,design consideration, 'I would suggest th4t',each partici:-
. .

.t.
. .

'
,

--. .
I"

e

4

. . ..
Palli.111.-the gate have a set of. the .rules, a's-T4silpg a-singie.bookt

,. .
....) ' .

.

around to all players would "seem tobe too tlime-consuming
. A , v . .

,
Flankly, I found, that keeping-track,t,of twenty-eight rules was '-1. s.'e

b 1 %
more tiAn I could handle bey 'simply reading rather than learning .

.
...

* 4 .0:ZP3
4 "

,

4the. rules by plAyi,.

ng.t.he game. . ;:? , ,r
.,, .

, .

)

'1/4

v
r ,

. Someplace in the first module booklet% I believe it would be
. .

,...
.. .

a good, idea to inolude.some sort of flow-Chart picture for the
.\ L.reader: The flbw-chart would 'shOW how the-modules were to,,

., - _. i

.

1

together. -Without this"cr,utch it is somewhat difficult to faVtOw
I

the step-byastep progression t hrough the total package.
°

4 f.4
,

" "

Obviously, the "61ossary is an.important part of the game.
.

s
, 'Y

Perh ps ome mention of it should by made early so tFhe

a,re'able to giance.thgough it. This would enable them to,con-
: ,

.
.

sider'definitions of terms at the same time they becenie familiar.

, sz - )- 0; ',
..

,. 0,
with the'gaMe board and the game rules. It would be interesting

ca. -

. ,to observe a persvn introducing the game to see hbw one individual
, . .

, .
. /., .,

,

t. approach Would match- what is written in th booT4et.,
.-

0.

r
" *Probably some' additional introductory' work in the .booklet is

necessary. f would -guess that ,on a random samE5e of, ten Rrincipals,

o

4.
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,

v.

%...r esz #,"%-,. .
.

,R
"...only three; would be ,aW.e ,,to iptiroduce- the game 4Nas----2. is

,le
WOW tret?.(-.-,.

) '''
-. ,.ten. }noror

fi
the kook to obtain the.p4)tentik,it9sugge ts, spme.work;2,

.
.

.
.

, i,p ileede in this ,aria.0

f - ,,A.
.

1 . 4 alndertandably, if the game is to be effective:as a tool, .

..

,,,- , >., ...1% .
.1, ," . ,...,

t.

particiwits wi-h neej too, tenders the definitions of terms
%.

.:
t.t. .

.
,

...:. , .
in' he "Glossary." Perhaps a pre-teAt should be given to deter-

.
..,..

-i.,

.

mine the "entry level" cif the' learner, ,enabling flirdito skip what
. ,.

, 4
. ?

# 6

he already knows. (Parenthetically, I dove workshop called "Irmo-:-

vations in Education'; and 'allays administer,a pre- -test. Educator's. 1,

are amazingly unknow,ing'!) 'The diAinitions in the -'Glossary:` are

those, generally used-,(I have made notes'irAthe booklet where '.other_
.. -,. .

C.1#

i temp are also applicable):
.

.

.

I would try to' reinforce the'dpfinitions 'in the "Glossary",.
.

?
.. , ..'

.

With a slide -tape presehtation offering viSuals.cif students,
1 .

,teachers and so forth to illustrate the,definition/concept. (I
' '

Ihappen to, have a,4ide-tape Uat gets at th -idea, iA you would_
-. .

yo r -- 0 ,' ,

care to see it.) Undoubtedly; .the. game will e.only as powerful.

4 A

as the concepts understood by,the players- I coed wrong

ab
,

.

.

out til of eduoators,
i

justust tr ample of. ,
. ,,, .. ,

fifteen eee how many know the

#
rkfferencd's between wet and, dry

, . 3

carrels,. and this-might give some felling fortyhat little is
4

really known. Perhaps'yotOhave1 ealready done theJentry level"

assessment,- and, in thiS case, di ,regard the comments:

Two aifficultis of theogam become apparent when One thinksn\\:
kt

-,

of the rules'and at/'the sage time
0

.hinks of the,forced choice of\
.

.."57
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a

the 'terms in

'sistency"

thOdefiried.

"Glo4ssary."..t'or example ,

.

a

the term "Logical con-

is used frequently, and net& is no "place I can find

#This, thAn, 'leaves "logical.consistency"up to tie
AL,'

'vot of the'plajers1 and ignorance', even after discussion, could
-

,

were mandated.; that is,
.

the asignemean that lecific choice'

.may(have been

vaed.

.

,

accurate the first plade buts simply got opt, a,

9%While not knowing, your definition tor, logical consis-
',

toncy," it seems to me

nconsis4ent.
kr 14

.

this voting pTocOlire could be ,logically

1n addition, becaus&of trig forted choieeJonly.6newdccep-77.

table answer), the team of players.must make only response.
4 e

It one looks, for exampleat the "Intended Result of Instruction"
4 4

on -Page 3c gthere is a good possibility that at least two.intencled
. ..

1,iaith logicalConsistency, be chbsen, particularly

%
.

hen affective skills seem tosil5e gaining much greater
.

in our schools. I caft...4.1nderstand the.forced-chotc

4

results wi

at a,time

at'tentiOri

approacha.be it may turn some people off, to the point thatth
.

4Pbecome disenchanted With the tool. \

FiinalR, there are a number of decision- making steps called
. ..- . ...

A
.

. Ir4', . r

' for in the game., I would hypothebize that while decisions can be

i I0 0 0

made.by people in teams of two to'five members suggested fpr the

. ,. ? --\\
game. the problem .lecomes more acute as saff'memberg,increase:

"0 3

:, for example, Marina High School in'Hpntington Beach. California,
/

has 146 staff Members. The key issue:\here is not,necessarily One
. 1

0

,,..,

one of problemAolving,and'coMmunication That
, . -,

t

'of design;, it,is

4

.44.14.44
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s 1

a'

selp Ww4
$ .1.

I .
.

.
ti A : o,

''', oi
is, people-cannot get around to the design

considei

ratitbns .until .

, ,

they can do the interpersonal communication with each, other. Any

.

considerations ahyplaCe for haping 'people learn problem-solvxng
;

Nand cbmm unication skills?,
I.

L. .
In summary, I believe thetoolliCS wdrthwhfie and po.tentially.

. ', . 11%

-very-useful. In my opinion: it is not yet fully developed it'
, .-

. . :
, :

':is to stand by iAself. Please see thei laseslc4on of\this re-
, f .

%-.
1, . .. . . ,

port along with comments in the module booklet foror btherthoughts%
,. 0 ....,

Y

,

1

1.

1' 4

MODULE II
. r

If

'By all means,' Module II shopld be retained.. One pf the big-
4-

.gest voids in pro am designing has to do with the inconsistencies

between philosophic a

'Out in the classroom.

tives -far Module II is

a

o

umptions and/the actual activities carried
.

Th material used to accomplish the objec-

excellent, from my point of view. (Frankly,

if something in the total program had to be cut, I would be tr.e.

inclined to cut the game.) Since each module is designed'to ac-,

complish different objectives, I really do not see.how either

could be cut and still maintain the integrity, of theRrogram4 .

The second)Odule is especially well done. For exatpple, the ob-

jectives are clear, the actii/iiQs appear to.help participants

achieve the objectives, the strategies for teaming -include

'1

> r

-'7 -
\

oa

4

.>

4



A

ti

1,

.

.
.

, independent stry,discus.iion, and problem-solving.
.
Aa itionally,.

.

part, the program'is designed to giye.the user specific feed-
. t,'

,

back on whether or not anticipated results have been actileved.
-0

9
1.

0
O 4 -
At fjIrst I was somewhat skeptical of the four parab,les (and i

.

.,-

.

there41-ilies a little problem, i.e.,73\Atting,the.user to
., ". !: , . 4 .

.0 past' initial
,

negative reactions, so he.can,decide whether he d
.

. ,. - : .
%/ --,. , . -..,

ox does not accept the siMalation exercises asviablell I,suspec1
,

.

y -
, .

.

..
. ,..

the personality of. the Coordinator will maketconsiderablejIdiffv-,
. .

se ..
.

. . ,... '4 I 4 a

ence,here; if the participants accept. the eborcl'inator as knaWledg-
, -. .

,

,
.-

ablek the, parables wll'be accepted. I the users have little re-
, . .

.

. , t.

,s-
spect,for the Cbordinatotey will likely reject the "elementarkt

, .

''' .

-school" parables (win a-few....lose a,few-:)%

. ;
.

, , - .

oIn my estimationothere areltw-voids,tin the module: (1 )
.

0

es,
I

"re

techniques to learn about decision-makitig and probleM-solvin and

(2). techniques to improvesinterpersonai communication on the part
. .

. of the team members. .To omit these or to take them for granted i
4-

naive. perhaps ehe "Handbook" for-the,Coordinator Illustrates
44. '

strategies for getting at these two factorS. If not I'would rec-

ommend same. (Incidentally, up to thia juncture, I really. have_

not figured but whcitthe Coordinator is., what trainiheihe/she has

had, or whether or-not there is aRecific handbook or, set, of pro-
*

I

cedures for this person to follow. focus on ,this later,

but I wanted,to bring it..up at thia:point because Module I,I fre-
. .

. .

quently mentions Coordinator:)..

I gm especially concerned about skills.necassary to geteat

I

' 3,04
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a consensus; there ar e certain activities to help people learn

how-to do this, and I believe the package would.be enhanced if

the Coord4nator knew how to do this a nd built in the option.

Most of t he terms (jargon) us'ed in the module should be

ciear to the participant's. I mention this only because it is

andther, ay to'turn people off.
.

I believe the approach'f011owed for getting at assumptions

is good:. Frankly,"it seems to met.-52t before we can get' at

values for "others," one must have in mind what values one holds
,

thr oneself. It is because :of this that if
,

I were doing the pro-

gram, I would have started with'some personal values Clarification

rather thaV the'dOncern Aor "man." Only by knowing, who I am, my
- q* .

values (real vs. stated), my concerns for changing et cetera am I.

able to consider' the more globk ,issue. Perhaps this is a''Small
..

1

detail, but at least it is worth considering.

I believe the interpretations at the conclusipn f the "Sug-
.

gested Respons" sectionbeinning on page 57 ate very helpful.'

They help to establish closure on the important objectives in the

module, giving the reader comfort in knowing.he/the .is tuned in
-_,

t, 4, . , ..,,.. -

to the task before, going on to, the next-section. This portion is
..' .-

really quije Well done. Also I liked the added` flexibility men-
. b c

tioned atthe bottom pf page 63. This is an improvement osdwer the
S.

. ,
.

. . 3 .

game, ..here there is a forced choice of,.optiorts..
,-.

The "Prepared Instructional Program Outline" beginning on,
4.,

6
page 65 is outstanding. There may be a fewioptions not included,

' '. 4

4' $
..

I( -9- Y.
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t.
't

,

.although they4do not, immedia tely, come.tor mv.min!6, Certainly,
e

4the.deviceNtiiids4 the individual (or team) as 'the ciimplexity of the

,

istsueS'fbegins to evolye. .Cle a'rly, the systemaic*approach should
... 1y , w

. -.... r ,
, ,, be helpful; unfortunately, there is tco often the problem that
, . \

.0%
new designers fail to consider all the potential bugs in the sys -

? A . .

w .t.eM until tiley'are too fardnto the ball game and the ttasks become

.. 4 '
. 8' e _' r

overwhelming: The,outline helps to, avoid this matter.
.

4 44
' r

.

-

1

s i \, ,. . (

In cohclusion, ram very eXcite8 aboutthe."Analyzing Basic

Assumptions" module.' It is quite well dorie.:

e .

I Ns
have*consi'derable difficulty with Module III. Frankly, I

wouid either redupe iE con s*iderably or elimi it ilkogetPer.

5.-MODULE- -III

Undoubtedly, some of the / /points made in the Module are quite

worthwhile. With these given, let me suggest thoughts for possi-

b1:e changes,to the material.
. ,

First, objectives should not be written until the entry
,

level of the learner is considered. One of the problems witi4
% % 3.,' JA

Popham's bank of educational objectives at UCLA land he is e of,
. ,

*the first to- dmit this) is the problem of people writing to
,

use the objectives and, in fact, incorporating them inild the cur-
,.

riCuluin without giving thouglit to actual student needs I donot

believe the statement in the preface that "participants shoul&as-

sume that a 'needs assessment' of educational values has already

)

710-
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. .11; I

4 ,
1

.%0%,
'411I 0 4 t

bben conducAd" adequately i)rovkdes.the,caution srgn. 'Some sec-
.'t%.

tion needs to be-developed on diagnosing stu,::ent,' lqvel.s,df-4adi-

.
.ness, whether' he students are adplts tir children. , .

':
.,

New topic: 10.11471 will mention, this ,point further ate the
to 4

close of this report, .I would like to suggest- here again that each
.

''-i 4*-

I

e.\t:booklcontain-a-thAa.early in. the pages whjch illustrates how.,4
. r

r/4

.

1,

41

. . .

,:,.,the particular moduli intonto the package. This gives trie.user.,:
4

a sense Of from wherthe he/she has come and where the pathis lead--;
.

...i
ing. It is difficult to gat the Gestalt, even after playing the +

,. .-4 ._:

game, without thig road map.

If individuals' agree fhat the objectives.for the module arJt'.

relevant, the,content of the module certainly is written in such

a way that the user has a dance for meeting, the, obiecti'ves. %Ip

fact, there may even be an overkill in one section. For example,'
a

1 .

if the user arrives at the answers to-the questions on.the "Goal

Answer Tally Sheet," page 43, then the user is expected to con-
,. .

,

tinUe, essentially, with the same process of the next pages.. I am,

not -ertain tiis is necessary. It seems to me participant may
.......___

; .

.

learn more about the penguins than- they really want to know.
.

Once people'have-demonStrated Competency, there is no strong argu-
.

4

1V °N
:ment to have them continue

0 0

;4.the same thing.
.,

.

. . .
.

In this same realm, I am concerned that the taxonomy,exer-
4

a

cises may be more academic.than practical. If the u..sers-were in
T.

, 4
i 4 . 4.a course at some-university; the d ecting and breaking-down-to-

t

<A

I

I

the-lowest-common-denominatpr activit4 might bejworthwhile. I
.



4

suspect, however, thai.:,,c'urricUlmn designers ere more concerned

P
about getting on t h e .than engaging in bentalexex-cises.

. :%/n if the above /5ositioliis not accepted philosophically,

I would like to fire one more bit of ammunition which may be

.woi-th-thinking about: While it seemb we Might be helpful by .
*

breaking behaviors doWn into:cognitive and ffectie areas, I
st

'would urgue that no action, fs totally affective or cognitive. In-
- .

. Y, '
..z j - t

s / ..,

deed, we neithef learn wihout feelirig nor feel without ,learning-
t ,

,

.1I see'no plade in the modUle where"thispoint is made. Under=
. .

standab y, I believe go this.
.

.

Another philosophical concern \I have is mentioned in,page 19,

,, and
. . . 1 .1. ft . .

i.e., getting parents.and other community members involved. I'
.

. J

. believe it is too late at this juncture to have them participate;
. . . y

*

a 1:

'rather, they should begin participating during the assumptions .

modules- 'If the goals and objectives, are to energe from the as-
,

sumptIonslphilosophy), then parents .4a children must get into
P

- the*.ct earlier. .,
.

... :.
1

.\

\

I cloak that a real issue needs to 'be made-about tire- sOphis-
. . ..

.

tication of goals. Rather than work so hdrd 'on thisi ssue, I'be-
,

. .
.

lieve ier'woulebe more helpful to accept global goal, statements',

. r . . ,

bud. then to ask the gbestion, "What, evidence is acceptable that
. .,

the goal/objective4
haS been achieved, ?" This seems to be afar

.

"..<

more reasonable issue, as it presumes that teamher.are aware of
f

entry levels of individual childreA. , Too often when perforMance

4. obfectives.ate written,, pebple see the means as an end and fail
.,

i . -, ,

.
,t

i
I

5

1/

f
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.

. .
.

.
ta,really identi_f those evidencep that indicate .student r4rowthr.:

,s. .
` '? . ...

;
.1 am more concerned that people demonstrate competency than 4.-

, I-4
f..t

.

.: lustfate they have masteredythe mechanics of writing objectiveA.
.., .

*Firiany, the Tour items on page.49 seem somewhat esoteric;

ol',,eX*ple, what does
,
"...-logicatR.develope and internally

, .

.% . .. 0
bes.cinc

.
q

consistent" mean? How deknoW when this:hag been achieved"'
:.(

k.
-

..ThelpstateMent ".
u

.each clas '6houlOe purely descriptive and_not
,,.. ., . ,- y ,

,

imply a ,system ofhiekarchyv..does not really say anything to me.
! , 1

'1

.
A., .

Perh'ips it. doe's eto other people.
m:. ...s .,. .

, BY. the vial/ p.,:,.in spite!of all my criticism with this module,
..

.

the chart-of page 561fs quite ;good% -I expect- that some kinds of
. ,

tools,could be built around the thete of the chart because it

*shdws how, to get t the "evidence"'
-.4:

.1 . ..- /

'You.may:be interested.in additional cdmmdntsin the booklet.i,
,

,. .

- .6. p

-% . 4 ' MODULE .IV
-

,
' .

r
... i

.

The devices prdserited for analyzin' resources and con-
--10

,

strairits appear likely to be useful to school staff in pursuing
,

4
.

,

such an-analysis ,"prestking they want ai feel'the,need for such
.p,

, . . 1..

an analysis. Frankly, having worked with a variety ofc*riqulum.
1,

%. mot.
..

..

developmglIt groups, 1 have not found them especially excited about
., .. . -

.

*., z interestd.,in making a difect, frontal. analy sis of-the poli7.-
. ,

.

. \ % . 4 . .

' !..:tical scene; rather, 'they-have used such devices as the force-
..

,

. .-,
. re t.8 fie 1. d analysis, vro8lem-solving procedurd'to identify constraints

i

and
.

,Aos
r '

ible ways' for ovecoming same.
. 1, A

.r. ( 6 :::,



At

It seems to me one major void omitted from conridera-
.

tion has to do with the "teacher training" element. --We_know
4 -

enough from history to know that feW, if any, pfograms can,be
.

installed in schools without appropriate teacher training. This.

item is omitted both from-the:discussion in the preface as well

as4the "Preliminary Assessment Fois." At the very least, I

would add a paragraph indicating this factor has not been inclUded

in the module even though in "real life" attention must be given A.

to the clatter. On page .4 th9re is a list of items which is use-

ful for doing pre-assessment. This is one of the points where I
z' 1

believe the teacher-training factor Should be mentioned.

Even if the proce/dures as outlined in the exercise were

followed, I have not been very many places where teachers had the

Prerogative to trade offthe kinds of resources mentioned in the

exerci e. Building uff this kind 9; falge hope might be devastat-

ing in veal-life situation. At least some Word of caution

should be made about this pointy

The objectives on paceare well stated, and having par-

ticipated in the exercises, I believe the content teaches what

the participant is supposed to learn. Again, I believe a chart

would be helpful here to show how this section fits into the total

scheme of 1 things (page 7). One good part of the package is the

help it gives to participants to ?earn the common vocabulary.
f .

. '

This helps them use the same terms as others when discusSing cur-
, /

riculum design facets.

-14-;
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The exercise included in the setion on pages 29 through

43 dies not seeM.to be particularly useful. This judgment re-

flec4ts my own value system, but I do,not believe.busy educators

',have the luxury to explore,the esoteric and minute features of

each part of the task. Rather than being overly specific, most

people are concerned about "gett-ine on with it" This is simi-

lar to my bias about the taxonomies discUssed earlier, i,e., in-
-

teresting but not especially useful.

By the way, oneadd* ional point on the "Preliminary

Assessment Form" seems pertinent. Parts' 3a and 3b illustrate a

point called person-periods. I have never heard of this term,-

and f'did not see it defined. Does person- period refer to

teacher-period? If this is the case, why not explain it some-
.

where?

A couple of places in the exercise on "trade-offs" the
P' --
suggestion was implied that money could be borrowed_ircd teacher

salaries. doubt if in real life this little matter works out )

it.Ls neatly: That is, with the single-salary schedule, the money

to be spent on the teacher is a function of longevity of the

teacher andknot allatter of cost-benefit or other methods to re-

.deploy existing scarce resources. Were is always the argument

th'at just understanding the redeployment colceptyis worth knowing,

and that may have been the position the authors were taking when

the module was developed. I would certainly support this later

position.

41=



I have some additional philosophical concerns ebou. .,the

editorializing beginning on page 122. For example, at the topof

the page there is a point made that easy and open schools lack

structure. In fact, I believe you will find that the "open"

schools (not necessarily the free schools) require more subtle

structure than the more traditional schools. Further in the next
4

paragraph there is a suggestion that commulAcation helps to avoid

distortions at either end of the philosophical spectrum. I would

'argue that this suggests a single rather than pluralistic philoso-
A

phy. For me, it seems the latter concept should be supported if

one really needs to editorialize in this section. Finally, there'

is a discussion nearthe bottom of the page about report cards
_ --

that is, perhaps, less than accurate. Many changes have been made

ft

in the 'student - parent reporting systems in the last ten years, and

I believe the example offered-is more atypical than typical. This
4 .

part of the write-up makes me wonder whether the author has been

out in the schools recently to know what things are happening or

whether the author }s writing from an ivory-tower positiom (I
.cf TN.,/

realize what I have said here is reasonably caustic, but I. dannty&

A
; '

think of a faster way to turn off an audience than to lose credit-.

ability. The, writing comes close "to doing' this tomeYand I be-,

lieve the package is potentially too ,helpful to purposely causes

people to turn off.

\

cal situation as peo perceive it to exist. I would offer'the

1. , r

: / Ii /',

On page 142 here is an analysis, made of a certain politi-

.

.
(re re° F 1

Y ) '

19 1 1
...........\V g I

.

F

it2
I
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sugges 1) that.one could take the same basic data and have :them
r

,

`perceiver .dYfferently

'I- '

people their opinions

system, and you invar

by different people. Ask four different

about the pOlitical structure of a'school
t.. I; . ,

iably finds Edur aifferent perceptions: A-
,

respective of wilat.tlie "true" picture might be. Even when a

teacher knows the political' structure, there is little,lf any-
,

thing, a single individual can do about the situation. Therefore,

,'I
am not certain what the ekerdises do to enhance the package.

Clearly? people ought to understand that political constraints

exist. This might be handled in a,Paragraph.

A
In summary, while many'parts of the "Assessing Resource

41t

and Constraints" module are heTpful, I would recommend that the

%

! .
c.

total, package be reduced in magnitude abolt 50 per dept.' You
.

. ,

may be interested in other comments contained In the booklet.

-MODULE V and CURRICULUM' ANALYZER.

i

-&nveFally,sp.iaking, I believe Module Vand especially
.

useful to school pefson-
f .

tile'"Curriculdn Analyzer" will be quite
. t

i.

nel. It he'llos to synthesize the earlier

Into an integrated whole.

matter of fact, the last

elements of the program

It is a very nice piece of work; as a

section with just a little embellish-

tincluding the,

,...

ment could probably serve as the entire packag
!

.:

one on financial constraints If I were using
,..

.

.certain I would focus most of the attention of

r
113

the program, I am

the learners on

0

:

ve.



the contents of Module II and Module V.

Let me gpt more specific with the critique: The pack-
.

age isprobably useful. for teacheirs, but it seems to meit could

also be helpful for members of the community whowant'toAet into
. '-..--- .

the curriculumselection pr. ocess but do not have the skills re-

,quired. Do you purposely waht to ign7re the "community"- issue?..
. .

Certainly the' objectives are well stated, as usual, and

the "Curriculum Analyzer" cart help a wide array of audiences 'ad-

dress pertinent curriculum questions,in systematic way. F do

hasie soTe qualms with 6ne'of the objectives. The first objective
1 ,

on page 3 suggests that the commercially-prepared 'desoriptive bro-
1

1 ,
. .chures are useful for analyzing curriculum pfferings. Experience.

s' \
.

Tz_leads ms:t8 believe that this is °fie of the poorest sources. When
,

\ ,those descriptions are prepared by the,pUblisher, the propagnda
, ,

is sometimes less than accurate. Perhapsssome distinction should
i .

4

,
,be made about the appropraate place to locate information which

.., ,0 . .
pulls 'together, ideas 'about curkicuia.* (Note should also be made

. .

. s

that not all curriculum summaries are organized in a fashionsudli.1

as that produced by the Far West Lab or by certain other agencie.)

PerhapS the 'first screening could be acCompli'shed without hdVing
"I''' 1

N
..1

t
...

-haiids-on experience;; subsequent efforts Might be completed with I

actual materials.'
..,,

g.

'
Veliev:e it Auld be helpful, too,, at this ,point. to tell

,
.

.
J.

,

.

the users that the curriculum analyzer eitber.can or cannot be
4

,used to evaluate
,

curriculum materials prepared by other clagsroom

2
114



teachers. Most teachers whokthaveg been around awhile and mho have

some moxy have figured -out a liariety of ways to put together con-

.bributions from alternative sources, making a short-of eclectic

-IlMISIMPI. ANOMMIMIIM=EIMININ

r
t.

c.

smorgasborg which turns out pretty well., I can think of only two

brthree sourcesebooks which.give any note at all that more than
)

,

one approach iS\nossibl.e.nd that.g'is what ''the publisher is try-
;

4ing to sell!
\.,

I was happyqb see in. this\ section some concern given to

4"

.

the idea_ of in-...service ed0CatO n.
'

Either the.consideration was
..... ,:,, " 4 .

omitted in other modules ox J.-EA
:

s socasue?ly brought to light.
. -.-

that it wa s not hoticed. I do belxdVe.it is an importthlit matter
..

that_heeds attention and-believe some thought ought to be given to

't.he,issue p earlier modules, ., trhe financial section.' ,

r thought 'the Selecti)0 of the two different types of

reading AograMs was claite good. It gave people a very different
/ \.

- %
-,:c . ,

0

option as to what might be selected. (I do not know whether the
.

EDL entrj has been used at the third-grade, level ,r but 'I. doubt it;

and unless they h'ave something quite new,, there is no way I can
4

#'
1 ,.agine it as byi1. ng useful as a third-level'reading _program. I

0
g at )

doubt that many other'pe9ple would think4So either:) i,,, ,

1 The one possible diff lty with the selection -of the
..

.
. t

.

EDL program as to do, again, with the credibility of 't.he.infor-
.

matiOn put out by the*publisher.. , I realize0e,lab'sta\ff members

p

Oepared the document that lists EDL as a reading Progra , but I e
6

doubt that they took the time to acts test the progr m at the
t--4.

,J.
A.

u

6
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L

third-grade level and simply accepted the comment rekented by

the publishet. The British concept is useful not unlyeas an op-

tion to El?1, but also because it givesrhoSt'public school people

an opportunity to consider the polipa.1 climate, as the progrO

suggests it is legitimate to have children as rion - readers as late,
,

as the junior schools. There are prbbably few places in the

.4

United States at the present,time,that would accept.this concept,

.1"

solif the two different programs were 'Considered together, all of

the biaSes might point, educationally and phildsophically!. toward
,

. the British concept71bUt the politicalcliMate might negate thils.

In spite of these comments, I would stick with the programs I'm::
,

. .

4
.

. . -
cluded.

''..

1:4
The opti6nal activities suggested at the c7clusion-Nof '4*

t'. 4
tliecmodule look as if they would be especially useful, particu.:-

larly if people were unable to makeup their minds about which pro-
.

4

.se

.
gram teaccept. I pm, however, not certain how the developer ar-

)

rived at `the value "7" as the indicator of what to apply to, the
i. -

.

)

. ,)

.

different scales. You might want topention someplace if this is 1

a ',.

. just an arbitrary,Value. ,. ,

/-...)
.,

Let me move on to the "Curriculum Analyzer." ' As far as
.

,
tt
. 4,

I can tell, °there are no omissions in the curiculum characteHs7
.

. , \ ',

/

tics mentioned. Many guides such as this frequently omit two

categories, one Ilas to do th the amount of 'preparation time'
,

4
\

, \
i .

necessary for a teacher to-use.curricu a and
-

the oth'er has to do
4 , 1

'NI

e- \

\ -20-

114l

Oft



4

a.

with the Skpial skills'. including. in-service education) needed.

I was,pleasan'tly surprised to find.that both of thege areas were

included in the4analyzer:

As you can:see, although I did not have a "standarq"

againstlwhich to assess the different module's ,that
i*

h,Nifebeen'put tOgether in the training package, Ij id "rate the

lab, program. 122 out of a possible score.of,196. Actually, I see

the 196 score as being important only if one accepts the value

of "7" as relevant for each Oharacteristic.;.and I clic. not. Per-
-%

A

haps a 'better (or at least a different) way to use the tool is
/ .

to take a look at the difference between the rating score and thek ,
lAlightthat a person gives each of the characteristics. If one's

A
expectations are not very high for a given characteristic, then

'e

the difference does not become al). that important.. There .were\

times, for example; when I rated an item higher/than the.weight

value given later. For those wheLe the weighted value was higher

thancthe rated value, I would have'cause for concern, and this con-
.4\

cern is probably more realistic than the difference between 127 and

196.
. Sika

Please note page 1,,7 -in Module V. I really believe this

is an important lea, but I saw,nowhere n the design of the
.

package where'this.was possible. I knOwthere,is much-to 'o with

teachers and administrators., but if alterhatjives (different.phil-
,

osophies) are goinV to, be realistio, patents need to learn the

skills too. Perhapsf when ve take some of the hocus-pocus gut of

t

-21 -
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.
. k _ .AL . ., '

/ 0
I

.'
.education; we A,ill haveogrdater strength with the general public.

. ___ _ _

.

4 .
..

The "Curriculum Analyzer," I believe, has gr6at poten-
.

.tial for this. By 'the Oay, I believe the suggestions indicated

that if the characteristic was'rated "0," then it shed not be

9

-.,. .
.

multiplied by a weighted value. It seems to me that thefe is al-
.

9 ways a aood'possibiiity that something might be rated. "0" and be

very mporeapt to the potential user. Perhaps the rting-icale

should go frog .71 to +7 or some other, such arrangement, to show
4

A

that an item might have a high weight but low or zero rating.. I

can even envision that what is available may be worse thap having

,'no information,at all, potentially a negative vallie. The current

scale does not really permit this.
r

As can be seen from the assessment there is a good poS-

that I would use the Materials if i'had, the opportunity,

not because the congruepce between the potential point value

and the value I same up with was particularly good. Thelselection

would be made because of the relative few cases in which the value

I applied in my ow judgment was higher than what f believed the

modules had 'to offer.

lets.

There are more comments for review conta$00 in the book-
.

0 2

*

al

to.

OTHER RESPONSES

The follot:;ing responses a..-e offered in d,icrect answer tbA

-22-,
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.' .

.

. .
,

\
the question's enumerated in the letter dated * Augus.t .29, 1974,

- . ,

excluding question 3, which I believe. has already, been answered.
. ,

1. 'The goals and objectives definitely. address an im-
. .. . , .

portant need'-' ,for school, people . as well as
.

members of the commu-

4
nity whpare more and more being called upon to participate in

educational 'decision-making. One ,of the reasons I believe the
;. ....._...,,,_ 4

V. V
a .

,PAC-Rage legoo&is thdf-T am noti.amiliar.with allythitiq .1g-e -Ws
. . . ..

complete as the-materials which have developed. Certainly,

I

there are two arguments related this point: (1) The package

may contain'more about some aspects than pdople really Want to
;., . ,

. .

.

know, and on the other hand, (2) people need to be willing to in-
.

,,
7

,

vest somb time in learning how to dd a job correctly when tie fis-

t call and human stakes are so high. I would opt for the latter po:-

si on, although there are a couPle of places in the materials

where anyone could debate the relevancy, of the content; but this

same argument can be made on any number of curricular programs.

What turns out to be one person'e trivia is often top priority,

for another person; hence, the reason to leave the contest fairly

integrated.

If I hld the materials available to me, I believe I could;..

use all parts with the participants, except the game, and not

'feel that-.the experience would be embarrasging to them or to .me.

Naturally, if I were to use the materials', I would attemptto,de-

. -
velop .somejadditional, support materials to augment the modules; ,I

have indicated these either in.the preceding paragraphs or in the

4.4

-23-
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J

"

'columns in the moduletbooklets..,
=

J.

2.1NII-; short, there is no question in my mind that an

individual willing to invest at least some small time and thought

(20 hours, I gudSSt) cpuld achieVe the objectives as stated in the 4

I

4

material's. There are some areas that, hopefully, will be =di-

/ .

......Lie.0..-bIlt ever if it, ,were to stand asiS, the product could be

useful in almost. any school in any district, presuming two things:
.

.
(1) The leader in the district or school is knowledgable about

. t

the package and can convince others that the process will get

them where they ought:to be going, and (2) the interpergOnal com-
,

munication between the people involved in positive to the:point

that decisions can be made. What I am trying to say is the podule

,package is essential but not Sufficient to.pull of the desired end

. .
results.

Moreoer, I.can see no easy way of dealing with this lat-
.

ter problem, but it would
. seem reasonable for an outside Coordi-

0

nator to be a)are of the pOtential difficulty and then to be able,
. _.

to diagnose and treat the mater-relatimely_sdop, shOuld,tAe

situation arise. ;If I were a Coord'imator, I would start off with

a few warm-up communication exercises to help indiTiduals get

about their business.

.3... Already completed.

4. The only major modifications I would make are two:

a.. A handbook for the Coordinator. T F;ad the

-24-
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impreshicin that there must be -one someplace, but I did not hs,ve

one when reading the other .materials. I am not certain what

plans. the unit.cooedinator'has for training other people to use

.the package. 'This is tore of a dissemination issue, and I will

not delve further intoit at this poiht except to si, if Ifou Want

to have quality control, it would seem wise, to establiSh some

sort of minimum competencS, levels for the persons serving as co-
.

ordinators.

If you do, not have, fiscal resoilrdbs to'determine mini=

pal performance levels o.f Coordinatprs you must use your own

professional judgment:to check out criteria._,When.yOu'dissemk-
. r

nate materials, you may want to indicate someplace that for a

small fee, you will also offer a consultant from a list of ap-

Aft,

proved.people who can make certain that those using the materials
1 .

reach expeCted achieveMent outcomes.

5. Rather than eliminating sections, it seems to me you

should find ways to reduce the time investment of persOnnel by '
-.

-

- permitting them to move.aheacl when expectations h
...

ave been met.

There -axe a, few places in the materials where there is overkill, '1

and this is unneces.sary. Some people.Witq reasonable experidnce
, -

will tuneiout1,4ten'they believe they are investing their time and
_-

talent on something they already know. (By thee!'way;'-therp
t

lot of people who'think they know things,but really do not, and

about the only way to convince these people is via some sort of
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I ,
.

, ,

dembnsttable fest...and-even then a'lively debate is often pos-
4: ..

sible.) I noticed no such proficiency options in the materials,
-. ',.

t If I absolutely had to prioritize the list'of modules, I
:

. ._ ...

-would first keep, the fifth nodule and "Curriculum AnalYzer." 4_,

.

.

4.
,

Then
.

I would keep Module II. Next wouli d come Module III, then IV,
. 7 k.

.',.. .., ,:** 0

and last wpilld vSe Module I, the gameg, Perhaps I would feel morp.
, , ' . .

.

positive about the-game- if I were to participate in playing it.
. .

. '
,

, .

Others have told me it is.fun. From a.*Ies pbint of view, it
.

-

-might offer just the right gimmi6c (using the term loosely)
,

Vr
help make the "gi?:." 0,-.

t
Af' .

6. I do belieVe the price .tag yoU.have put on the pack-
e

1 ,

age,is reasonable. If a school district is going to *take thd
.

, kinds of ser4ous decision* called for: they should expect to in-

vest initial money into pedPle and mat? Federal
'1

funds available through:diofferent titrles, in California' through

' 3.3 legislation, et cetera, there seee6 to be grealization that

if programs are,to workteachers need Oe'in-service to do them

I. a
,

well. The trainingsackage, it can, be argued, is a staff: develop-

ment option. ,Even if teachersin a given district were notin-
.

. ." ,

volved in -the selection of curricular materials (and they usually
a

are), there is plenty of meat in the Modules fokall educators,

if they willtakethe time to consider what is available.

' Colleges and aversities" are oftda sl ow-to change, but

it would'seem that any curriculum And instruction people and/or'

.
.=.

. . . .

4. -261-
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assamemcsampuiummemsmi.

s''
the conOltari'ts.at,tlie California County Offices oE Education

-wou . A ,-
'-

id be logi-cal agents to implement. the program. Incidentaly,
. .

Job

,
theAegional education service centers in Texas and .13.0:C.E.S.

.

in N ew York are alwayes looking ,for packages such as this. Texas,

iEeed, now has Maw which r&juires that teachers havkten days,_
7-.. ..

, .per year of staEf'development.
. .,

ie
__-

C

% '' 7. .7definitely would .recommend,Use of the materials
t

-,

..
and would use them Myself if they were available. As I hay9 in-

. ..
fdiCated.

earlier, I halie a few different ways to do .the "assume-,
.

tioncpackage and believe the personal values and Institutional
. .

-
4

values tools I, use are more powerful tlian the approach taken in.
. 8

a

Module II, but this probably.is my own bias. In any case, I cer-
ls.

tainly agre e that the analysis of the philosophy of the school
,,

,---just be, athe first ;step, and there re many waysto do this.

Moreover, we'l-Nuevai would be willinglto help.dissemi-
,

,

"nate the-modules through our modest Learning Cen ter, "though if
. ,

I were you, I would consiaer PDfc and ACSA Or potent al,dis mi-
' ,'4

Ica4iion in,tlat order. 'You may haNie better contac s than , but
. .

-,

-;iN

I sdou d start with, 1<eith Roe and Art Thayer, respects ely.

The wily 'other materials and,proCedtres 1 "wou use, as
#.,. . .- .

so. .

an alternative,tp what has been pet together, 'are th se-rhave
,

'developed \myself; unfortunaely, ,bb,cause_i have nev r packaged_
, . 4

, .
: they are- Usually pet

/
into'and taken out of a work-

,

:shop depenAlg upoii .many factors:thi'ae not related to very.
,

.

if

.4
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. .

much of anything, except me. Some of the arguments for both- _______'__
.

.

choices are obvious. UndoLbtedly-, the progam is well done...

get 'it out to the people who can use it.
I at

PERSONAL CRITERIA

When I look at different curricula, there are usually

four umbrella areas considered: Aims, Content, Methods, Evalua-

tion.
The Specifics of these are quite well contained in the

"Curriculum Analyzer,'.' although they are called "qurriCulum char-
.

acteristics." I saw go major weaknesses in the materials in any

of the four umbrella areas. What suggestions I would make have
.

been codveyed earlier.

What I would like tb do in summary, then, is to offer

some thoughts about the program which came to me as the modules/,-
were reviewed. T.tee are rather aside comments and are offered

just for Your 'own use.

1. You lmight want to say a few more words in the in4co-
,

duction about the authors, especially those parts wl-lich lend
. -

creplidtabiiitY t8 the wofk they have been doing in the-modules____-

With all due respect intended, I have not heard of any of, the

%

people other than Otto. When Glenn Nimnicht did things at thl

Lab, people knew they were going to be great because they had his

A , 4/name on them. Too few' in the field think highly of labs,
l

and I would do anythiilg I could to le :'them knole) ther4 are good.

people employed there trying to make ings better for kids and
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educators.
4o

2. If something is not going to be done with the biblio-

graphy (and because it is not annotated), why not just leave it

out? Again, this cuts down the size of the package and makes

every page count.

3, In addition t the two items I mentioned earlier in

th report,- I would also give ser"ous thought to the -,ssibility

9 of including concgnsUs=making an /or problem-saving techniques

in the package. These are not"all that hard to do; if the Coor-

dinator rece es special training, you may want to build the

'techniqu7es infothe handbook he/she'uses..

4. Overall I thought the writing was well done. Some-
rs

one had,made a careful effort to avoid the overuse of jargon. (I

took the liberty of marking a couple-lf places where it seemed

the writing was unclear.)'

5.. The materials as'they are designed aCcomplish the,

goals and objectives. I must say, however, ti* format for the

program is anything but exciting. I do not know who is working

gritilis part, but this matte could definitery.use some attention.

perhaps a systems chart would be beneficial, or'even some jazzy

cartA.characters. Enough said; I expect something is alr ady
A
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being done with this.

6. When and if the program is completed, t would try to

do it in such a way that you ha've two major components: (1) those

items of written materials and audio-visual materials that are-

nonconsumable and (2), those items that are consumable. People in

the-field could continue,to order those'parts which are'used. I

believe thiS can all be done and still keep-the packaging costs

withi "$50. This is not an unreasonable price to ask for what

the peopl3 arp getting.

IN RETROSPECT

I enjoyed the oppogtunity of reading and reviewing the

curriculum design materials. My interest, when critiquing the

documents, was to be constructively critical. For certain,,sote

. reviewers might suggest throwing out the-entire project; my

biases are much different. While/ the package completed to date

is less than perfect, it appears to offer reasonable help to

people in-the field who desperately needit.

.It would be possible to continue further development of

tha package. ThiS is a matter which the Lab will need,to decide

(as any,lab:ppst), based upon the availability of scarse resources.

From my point of view, the Model T is ready and should be getting
4

out where it can be used.

Possibly there may be some areas of the report which are
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#41

unclear; sh241a this be the case, please:drop, me a life or call

on the phone. §hodld it be helpful for me:to/xplaip in LDrson,

any of the poipts I have made in writing, please let me know, as

arrangements can be Made for this.

,

/

1

I

5
A

a

.14
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